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ABSTRACT
Three studies were conducted to investigate the use of alternative 
methods to provide instruction, advisement, and field-based supervision to 
preservice special education practicum students. Undergraduate and 
graduate students enrolled in a Resource Room Practicum course 
participated. The studies took place over a 16-week semester period.
Sixty-seven students from the course participated in Study 1. This 
study involved the use of three instructional methods to provide instruction to 
the students (i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, videotape 
lectures). Students' achievement, attendance, satisfaction, and evaluation 
of the instructor were analyzed. Results of this study indicated: (a) 
achievement was equal, (b) students attended class regardless of their 
instructional method, (c) students from the broadcast classroom were 
satisfied with their instructional method, (d) students receiving instruction via 
ITV were neutral with their instructional method, (e) students receiving 
instruction by means of videotape lectures were dissatisfied with their 
instructional method, and (f) students from the receiving ITV classroom and 
videotape lecture evaluated the instructor lower than students from the 
broadcast classroom.
The same 67 students participated in Study 2 that dealt with the use 
of electronic mail (e-mail) to provide advisement to students. The instructor 
and students communicated via e-mail during the semester concerning 
assignments, grades, etc.. The total number of communications were tallied
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
and categories were determined. A student satisfaction survey was also 
completed. Results of Study 2 indicate: (a) students frequently used e-mail 
to communicate with the instructor, (b) students enjoyed using e-mail, and 
(c) students felt e-mail was as effective as the telephone and face-to-face 
meetings for communicating with the instructor.
Five methods of field-based supervision (i.e., university supervision, 
cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, university supervision 
coupled with peer coaching, and cooperating teacher supervision coupled 
with peer coaching) were investigated in Study 3, Each student was 
observed four times throughout the semester and received verbal and 
written feedback. Students also completed a satisfaction survey. Results of 
the study showed: (a) students in all five methods increased their effective 
teaching behaviors, (b) students from four of the methods decreased their 
ineffective teaching behaviors, (c) students were satisfied with the method of 
supervision they received, and (d) students did not have a preference as to 
the method of supervision they would prefer to receive.
IV
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Chapter One 
Introduction
The period between 1961 and 1987 was one of growth and financial 
prosperity for universities (Leslie, 1995; Pickens, 1993). This growth has 
continued with an increasing number of degrees being conferred each year 
(U.S. Department of Education, 1996). However, over the past ten years 
institutions of higher education have experienced financial difficulties and 
have looked for methods to cut costs in all areas (Harvey, 1992; Lively,
1995; Mangan, 1991; Nicklin, 1994). As financial retrenchment continues, 
many universities are discovering that the use of alternative methods to 
provide instruction, advisement, and field-based supervision present viable 
options to preserve financial resources.
Distance education in the form of Interactive Television (ITV) and 
videotape currently is being discussed as a method to provide instruction to 
students (Beare, 1989; Keene & Cary, 1990; Lowry, Koneman, Osman- 
Jouchoux, & Wilson, 1994; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Rutherford & Grana, 
1994; Simpson, Pugh, & Parchman, 1993; Sutton, 1995). The literature 
defines distance education as any type of learning in which the instructor 
and student are separated by distance (Fyock, & Sutphin, 1995; Keegan, 
1990; Rumble, 1989). Ludlow (1995) stated that distance education can 
range from simple correspondence courses completed by surface mail to 
complex systems involving two-way ITV.
Electronic mail (e-mail) is another technology discussed (Mascolini, 
1995; Poling, 1994). E-mail allows individuals to send written messages
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2immediately from offices, schools, and homes (Nantz & Drexel, 1995). This 
type of communication has been accepted widely because of its immediacy 
and low cost. People with access to computers and modems now are able 
to communicate easily with others who have the same technology (Nantz & 
Drexel, 1995).
Several methods of providing field-based supervision are discussed 
in the literature (Emans, 1983; Farris, Henniger, & Bischoff, 1991; Funk,
Long, Keith ley, & Hoffman, 1983; Karmos & Jacko, 1977; Morin, 1993;
Morris, 1974; Potthoff & Kline, 1995). These methods include university 
supervision, cooperating teacher supervision, and peer coaching.
University supervision has been defined as trained university 
personnel observing and providing feedback to students (Emans, 1983; 
Farris, Henniger, & Bischoff, 1991; Morris, 1974). University supervisors 
periodically visit their preservice teachers during the field-based experience 
and complete a formal observation form.
Cooperating teacher supervision involves the classroom teachers 
who work with preservice students on a daily basis in the classroom 
conducting the supervision. These teachers observe the students daily on 
an informal and formal basis (Funk, Long, Keith ley, & Hoffman, 1983;
Karmos & Jacko, 1977; Morin, 1993). Many preservice teachers have 
maintained that their cooperating teachers provide them with ample 
feedback and are the most influential person during their field-based 
experience (Williams & Graham, 1992). Peer coaching has been defined as 
two students coaching each other (Hudson, Miller, Salzburg, & Morgan,
1994; Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella, 1993; Pierce & Miller, 1994;), 
advanced students coaching lower achieving students (Morgan, Gustafson, 
Hudson, & Salzburg, 1992), or professional teachers coaching each other
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3(Peterson & Hudson, 1989; Miller, Harris, & Wantanabe, 1991). Individuals 
involved in the peer coaching process observe and provide feedback to one 
another.
Distance Education
Most states require teachers to update their teaching certificate every 
five years which usually requires additional coursework (Goddard, 1987). 
Often, to meet this requirement, teachers who live in rural areas and large 
urban areas must travel to the university campus. For many teachers this 
means long commutes at night or during the summer months (Boone, 
Bennett, & Ovando, 1995).
Distance education is evolving into an efficient method for colleges 
and universities to provide courses to individuals in rural areas across the 
United States (Cookson, 1989; Fulton, 1993; Lin & Creswell, 1989; Rumble, 
1989). Through the use of distance education, universities are able to offer 
a course to a class of only three or four students, rather than requiring a 
maximum enrollment (Blumenstyk, 1994).
Although rural areas have been the main focus of distance education, 
many universities use distance education to offer courses from other 
universities, as well as providing courses within urban environments 
(Boone, Bennett, & Ovando, 1995). States are beginning to recognize the 
power of distance education to provide instruction across a variety of 
settings. This is reflected in the current financial appropriations of state 
legislatures (e.g., Utah, Massachusetts, Florida, Virginia) (Blumenstyk,
1994).
The advantages of providing instruction via distance education are 
many. Courses taught by distance education can be provided at satellite 
centers located nearer to where people live and work (Barker, Frisbie, &
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4Patrick, 1989; Keegan, 1988). This reduces the amount of travel students 
must undertake to participate in on-campus courses. Nontraditional 
students, who typically do not take courses or work towards a college 
diploma, now can be afforded the opportunity to participate in the university 
community (Beare, 1989; Boone, Bennett, & Ovando, 1995; McCleary & 
Egan, 1989). Distance education also allows individuals, who in the past 
were taking courses in isolation (i.e., correspondence courses), to come 
together, to interact, share ideas, and learn from each other. This provides 
students with direct access to the instructor and students at other sites 
(Garrison & Shale, 1987; Caspar & Thompson, 1995).
It is possible that distance education will help lessen the shortage of 
special education teachers in the United States (Beare, 1989). Many 
university Departments of Special Education now offer courses via distance 
education in order to certify individuals in the area of special education 
(Beare, 1989; Cheney, Cummings, & Royce, 1990; Ludlow, 1995; McCleary 
& Egan, 1989).
While the literature is replete with articles defining distance education 
(Barker, Frisbie, & Patrick, 1989; Garrison & Shale, 1987; Caspar & 
Thompson, 1995; Keegan, 1988) and describing the uses of distance 
education (Fulton, 1993; Hardy & Olcott, 1995; LeBaron & Bragg, 1994; 
Ludlow, 1995), there is little empirical research within the area of distance 
education. The use of ITV and video to present individual lectures and 
entire courses to university students is just beginning to be explored by 
researchers (Beare, 1989; Beaudoin, 1990; Egan, Welch, Page, &
Sebastian, 1992; Fulton, 1993; Hardy & Olcott, 1995; LeBaron & Bragg,
1994; Ludlow, 1995; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Ritchie & Newby, 1989).
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5Electronic Mail
Most universities expect professors to provide advisement to students 
(Gordon, 1992; King, 1993; Komives & Woodard, 1996). It may be difficult 
for university professors to find time to provide enough hours of advisement 
to meet the needs of students. The use of e-mail may be one solution to this 
problem. Through the use of e-mail, professors and students are able to 
communicate in an effective and efficient manner concerning all facets of 
academic life (Poling, 1994; Tate-Braxton, 1995). Students are able to ask 
questions concerning assignments, schedules, readings, etc. via e-mail as 
opposed to making a face-to-face appointment (Poling, 1994; Tate-Braxton,
1995). The use of e-mail can also assist professors in posting grades or 
making classroom announcements to all members of the class (Poling,
1994). E-mail is a new phenomenon that has been available widely to 
universities only within the past ten years. The full potential of e-mail as a 
viable instrument to advise students has not been explored.
Supervision
Preservice students are required to complete several types of field- 
based experiences. These include simple site visits, beginning practice 
experiences, and student teaching. In all instances, field experiences are 
designed to link theory with practice (Farris, Henniger, & Biscoff, 1991) and 
are viewed as valuable components of any teacher education program 
(Lasley, Applegate, & Ellison, 1986). The National Council for Accreditation 
of Teacher Education (NCATE) requires that students involved in any field- 
based experience be supervised (NCATE, 1995). Thus, the delivery of 
supervision is a critical component during field-based experiences both to 
meet accreditation standards and to provide students with valuable 
feedback.
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6University supervision is the most common method of providing 
feedback in these field-based experiences (Emans, 1983; Farris, Henniger,
& Biscoff, 1991; Morris, 1974; Potthoff & Kline, 1995). University supervisors 
are expected to monitor preservice students several times throughout field- 
based experiences. Often low-performing students need more supervision 
than university supervisors have time to provide (Morgan, Gustafson,
Hudson, & Salzburg, 1992). This can result in students not receiving 
adequate field-based supervision at a time that is critical to their 
development as educators.
One method of providing additional field-based supervision to 
preservice teachers is to include the classroom cooperating teachers in the 
process (Karmos & Jacko, 1977; Funk, Long, Keith ley, & Hoffman, 1982; 
Morin, 1993). Current research into the inclusion of the cooperating teacher 
in the supervision process has defined the teacher’s role as that of an 
informal supervisor. That is to say, current literature defines the role of the 
cooperating teacher as one of supplementing university supervision rather 
than substituting for university supervision. However, inclusion of the 
cooperating teacher in the supervision process does relieve the university 
supervisor of the sole responsibility of providing feedback and support to the 
student (Morin, 1993).
Another method discussed in the literature to alleviate the difficulty in 
the provision of adequate field-based supervision is peer coaching (Hudson, 
Miller, Salzburg, & Morgan, 1994; Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella, 
1993; Miller, Harris & Wantanabe, 1991; Morgan, Gustafson, Hudson, & 
Salzburg, 1992; Peterson & Hudson, 1989; Pierce & Miller, 1994). This has 
involved practicum students coaching practicum students, student teachers 
coaching practicum students, and graduate students coaching each other
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(Hudson, Miller, Salzburg, & Morgan, 1994; Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand- 
Martella, 1993; Miller, Harris, & Wantanabe, 1991; Morgan, Gustafson, 
Hudson, & Salzburg, 1992; Peterson & Hudson, 1989; Pierce & Miller,
1994). Peer coaching has been found to be an effective method to assist 
practicum students in gaining skills and reducing the amount of needed 
university supervision (Miller, Harris & Watanabe, 1991; Morgan, Gustafson, 
Hudson, & Salzburg, 1994; Peterson & Hudson, 1989).
In the area of teacher education, field-based supervision has been 
affected by university financial difficulties (Englert & Sugai, 1983). A result of 
the decrease in financial resources is that often preservice teachers are not 
provided proper supen/ision during their practicum and student teaching 
experiences (Englert & Sugai, 1983). Research is needed to explore 
effective methods of supen/ision that maximize the funds available for 
supervision while maintaining the quality of the feedback provided to the 
students.
Statement of the Problem 
The problem investigated in these three studies involved the use of 
alternative methods to provide instruction, advisement, and field-based 
supervision to preservice special education practicum students.
Experimental questions were related to the effects of alternative instruction, 
advisement, and field-based supervision delivery systems on preservice 
practicum students' acquisition of knowledge and skills. The questions 
addressed were:
1. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the academic 
achievement of students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via 
ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
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82. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the attendance of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
3. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the satisfaction of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
4. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the evaluations of 
the instructor completed by students receiving instruction with the instructor 
present, via ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
5. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the number of 
times a student uses e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
6. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the type of e-mail 
communication the students have with the instructor?
7. Does the method of instruction have an effect on student 
satisfaction of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
8. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
9. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
10. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
preservice practicum student’s evaluation of the field experience?
The first study explored the effects of delivering traditional course 
instruction via different instructional methods. A preservice special 
education course was taught using three methods of delivery: (a) instructor 
present, (b) ITV, and (c) videotape lectures.
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9Although there is a plethora of descriptive literature in the area of 
distance education, few empirical studies have been reported (Beare, 1989; 
Bozik, 1996; Cookson, 1989; Keene & Cary, 1990; McCleary & Egan, 1989; 
Simpson, Pugh, & Parchman, 1993). This study was designed to compare 
the achievement, attendance, instructor evaluation, and overall student 
satisfaction of students who received different methods of instruction. This 
research is important for two reasons. First, it contributes empirical research 
to the literature concerning the effectiveness of distance education. Second, 
this study provides recommendations for the development and 
implementation of future distance education courses.
The second study dealt with the use of e-mail for communication 
between the course instructor and the students. Each preservice practicum 
student was required to activate an e-mail account on campus. The 
instructor used e-mail to send important messages to the entire class 
concerning assignments, due dates, class business, and extra credit 
questions.
The small number of articles in the literature concerning the use of 
e-mail in university courses is descriptive in nature (Meacham, 1994; 
Monahan & Dharm, 1995; Poling, 1994). The literature describes e-mail and 
explains how to set up an e-mail account with students. It also presents 
different methods of using e-mail with university classes (e.g., answering 
questions, posting grades, advisement) (Mascolini, 1995; Monahan &
Dharm, 1995; Poling, 1994). However, there is little empirical research 
concerning students' use of e-mail to correspond and communicate with 
their instructor or the effectiveness of e-mail compared to face-to-face 
interactions (Meacham, 1994).
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The second study is important for three reasons. It adds to the sparse 
research data on the effectiveness of using e-mail for communication 
between instructors and students. The study explores how often the 
instructor and the students used e-mail to communicate, as well as what type 
of communication occurred (e.g., to clarify assignments, to chat, or to air 
grievances). Finally, it provides information concerning student satisfaction 
with e-mail as a method of communication and advisement.
The third study compared the effectiveness of five types of field-based 
supervision: (a) traditional university supervision, (b) cooperating teacher 
supervision, (c) peer coaching, (d) university supervision coupled with peer 
coaching, and (e) cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer 
coaching. Data collected on the number of effective and ineffective teaching 
behaviors demonstrated by the preservice practicum students were used to 
determine the effectiveness of each type of field-based supervision.
Research concerning the use of university supervisors for field-based 
supervision indicated that it is an effective way to provide feedback and 
support to students (Emans, 1983; Farris, Henniger, & Biscoff, 1991; Morris, 
1974; Potthoff & Kline, 1995). However with financial resources becoming 
tighter and tighter at universities it is time to explore different methods of 
field-based supervision. This study adds to the existing literature by 
presenting empirical data that compare different methods of field-based 
supervision with the effect on students' effective and ineffective teaching 
behaviors. Student satisfaction with each method of supervision is also 
reported.
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Definitions
The following are terms and definitions used in this study. Precise 
definition of terms is crucial to understanding the implementation procedures 
and results of the study.
Interactive Television. Interactive Television is a medium that allowed 
the instructor to present information to students in the broadcast classroom 
as well as students in the receiving ITV classroom. A two-way audio-visual 
communication system was used. The instructor and students at both sites 
were able to hear, see, and interact with each other.
Compression labs_ System. The Compression Labs System (1993) 
was the system that provided communication between the broadcast and 
receiving ITV classrooms. The system controlled the positioning of the ITV 
cameras (i.e., document camera and main camera) and it allowed the 
instructor to position the ITV camera during the lecture. The built-in memory 
of the system let the instructor move the camera to students asking questions 
and quickly move the camera back to the instructor without a delay in 
instruction. The instructor could move the cameras (i.e., document camera 
and main camera) back and forth between materials presented on the 
computer screen or digital overhead projector and members of the 
classroom at anytime during a lecture.
The system also enabled the facilitators in the receiving ITV 
classroom to direct the camera at the students who were talking or asking 
questions. Thus, the instructor and students in the broadcast and receiving 
ITV classrooms were able to see and interact with each other.
Touch-Control Panel. The touch-control panel is part of the 
Compression Labs System (1993). It controlled the total functioning of the 
system. It ran the document and main cameras, VCR, microphones, and the
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echo chancellor. The touch-control panel allowed the instructor to control 
what is seen on the TV monitor.
Macintosh Performa 6300 Computer. The Macintosh Performa 6300 
computer was used to present electronic slide shows of the lectures. The 
computer was connected to the Compression Labs System (1993) 
equipment so material could be transferred to the monitor and sent to the 
receiving ITV classroom while being videotaped.
Power Point 4.0. PowerPoint Version 4.0 (1994) is a presentation 
software package. It was used to create the electronic slides (overheads) 
used in the lectures.
Digital Overhead Proiector. A digital overhead projector is used in the 
same manner as an overhead projector. Materials (e.g., sheets of paper, 
books, diagrams, etc.) were placed on the digital overhead projector and the 
image was projected on the television monitors. The digital overhead 
projector produced a color picture.
Television Monitor. The television monitor was a 25" television 
screen. It was the monitor the students in the broadcast and receiving ITV 
classroom watched during classtime.
Main Camera. The main camera projected images of the entire 
classroom. It was used so that members of the broadcast classroom (i.e., 
instructor and students) and individuals of the receiving ITV classroom (i.e., 
facilitators and students) could see and interact with each other.
Document Camera. The document camera projected images from the 
computer and digital overhead projector. It was used to present electronic 
slides and other materials during the lecture.
Microphones. The microphones amplified the voices of individuals 
speaking as well as videotapes used in the class. There were two
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microphones in the broadcast classroom. One was placed close to the 
instructor and the other was placed in the middle of the classroom. The 
receiving ITV classroom also had two microphones. The first was placed 
near the facilitators and the other was placed in the center of the classroom.
Video Cassette Recorder. A Sony Video Cassette Recorder (VCR) 
was used to videotape the lecture. The VCR was also used to show the 
classes videotapes during the semester.
BLroadcast Classroom. The broadcast classroom was the classroom 
in which the instructor taught. This classroom was equipped with a 
Macintosh Performa 6300 computer, a digital overhead projector, two 
microphones, a television monitor, a VCR, the Compression Labs System 
(1993) and a touch-control panel. Through the use of the Compression 
Labs System (1993) students and the instructor were able to interact with the 
facilitators and the students in the receiving ITV classroom.
Instruction in the broadcast classroom began with 30 minutes of 
organizational information and completion of the weekly quiz. The next 90 
minutes were spent in lecture and class discussion. The final 25 minutes of 
the class were used to deal with group work. Students in the broadcast 
classroom had direct access to the instructor during the organizational time, 
lecture, class discussion, and group work.
Receiving Interactive Television Classroom. The receiving ITV 
classroom was the classroom to which the lecture was broadcast from the 
broadcast classroom. This classroom was equipped with one television 
monitor on a movable cart, a digital overhead projector, two microphones, 
and a touch-control panel. The students in this classroom had the 
opportunity to interact with the instructor and students in the broadcast 
classroom via the Compression Labs System (1993). The students in the
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receiving ITV classroom did not have direct contact with the instructor or 
students in the broadcast classroom during classtime.
The instructional time for this classroom was the same as in the 
broadcast classroom. Students in this method had direct access to two 
facilitators during group work and could interact with the instructor using the 
Compression Labs System (1993).
Lecture Hall. The lecture hall was a large room designed to seat 100 
students. It was equipped with four television monitors. Two of the monitors 
were hung from the ceiling at the front of the hall and two were hung from the 
ceiling in the middle of the hall. There was a media room in the back of the 
lecture hall that was equipped with a VCR for broadcasting the videotape 
lectures.
The students in the lecture hall received all instruction by means of 
videotape. Student questions were answered by facilitators, the instructor 
via e-mail, or were written down and answered by the instructor on the 
videotape at the beginning of the next class. In this case, the students 
received the answer to questions by video a week later.
Instructional time was apportioned as in the broadcast and receiving 
ITV classrooms. Students in this instructional method had direct access only 
to the facilitators. Their interaction with the instructor was through e-mail, the 
telephone, and/or the instructor’s office hours (6 hours per week).
Electronic Mail. Electronic mail in this study is defined as having the 
ability to facilitate communication through an electronic mail system. The e- 
mail system used by the preservice practicum students was Pine (1994) 
developed at the University of Washington. Each preservice practicum 
student was eligible for a free on-line account and had access to Macintosh 
and IBM computer labs at the university. The labs were located in the
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College of Education and in the library. Some preservice practicum 
students accessed their e-mail accounts from home.
Facilitators. Two special education graduate students were the 
facilitators in this study. The two facilitators were in the receiving ITV 
classroom as well as in the lecture hall for the videotape lectures. They 
were responsible for taking attendance, collecting and returning 
assignments, supervising the weekly quizzes, managing the touch-control 
panel in the receiving ITV classroom, and facilitating the class in the lecture 
hall. One of the facilitators was a doctoral student in his 2nd year of study. 
The other was a master's student also in her second year of study. Neither 
had prior teaching experience in a public school. The doctoral student had 
taught a one semester university course and the master's student had never 
taught at the university level.
Instructor. The instructor delivered instruction from the broadcast 
classroom. The lectures were videotaped and used to provide instruction to 
students in the lecture hall. The instructor had taught in an elementary 
resource room for four years and in a middle school/high school resource 
room for five years. She had supervised student teachers for two semesters, 
practicum students for three semesters, and was teaching the Resource 
Room Practicum course for the third time.
Effective Teaching Behaviors. Effective teaching behaviors are 
defined in this study as behaviors demonstrated by classroom teachers that 
have been shown to increase student achievement. Seven behaviors were 
selected from 19 behaviors contained on the Florida Performance 
Measurement System (FPMS) (Peterson, Micceri, & Smith, 1985). They 
were selected because they were considered precursor skills to more 
advanced teaching skills and are also typically observed during a 20-minute
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lesson. The seven effective behaviors measured in this study were: (a) 
begins instruction promptly, (b) handles materials in an orderly manner, (c) 
gives specific academic praise, (d) circulates and assists students, (e) 
expresses enthusiasm verbally, (f) uses body behavior that shows interest, 
and (g) stops misconduct.
Ineffective Teaching Behaviors. Ineffective teaching behaviors are 
defined in this study as teaching behaviors demonstrated by classroom 
teachers that research has shown to decrease student achievement. Seven 
behaviors were selected from 19 behaviors contained on the FPMS 
(Peterson, Micceri, & Smith, 1985). They were selected because they were 
considered behaviors that should be eliminated early in field-based 
experiences. They are also behaviors typically observed in these early 
experiences. The seven ineffective behaviors measured in this study were: 
(a) delays, (b) does not organize or handle materials systematically, (c) uses 
general, non-specific praise, (d) remains at desk/circulates infrequently, (e) 
uses loud, grating, high pitched, monotone, or inaudible talk, (f) frowns, 
deadpan, or lethargic, and (g) delays in attending to misconduct, doesn't 
stop misconduct, is punitive with students.
University Supervision. University supervision is defined as 
observation of preservice practicum students by trained university 
personnel. Each preservice practicum student who received university 
supervision was observed while teaching a 20-minute lesson and given 
verbal and written feedback four times throughout the semester.
Cooperating Teacher Supervision. Cooperating teacher supervision 
is defined as observation of preservice practicum students by the 
cooperating teacher with whom they were placed for the Resource Room 
Practicum. Each preservice practicum student who received cooperating
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teacher supervision was observed while teaching a 20-minute lesson and 
given verbal and written feedback four times throughout the semester.
Peer Coaching. Peer coaching is defined as the observation of 
preservice practicum students by another preservice practicum student.
Each preservice practicum student who participated in peer coaching was 
observed while teaching a 20-minute lesson and given verbal and written 
feedback four times throughout the semester.
University Supervision Coupled with Peer Coaching. University 
supervision coupled with peer coaching is defined as observation of 
preservice practicum students by a trained university supervisor and another 
preservice practicum student. Each preservice practicum student who 
received university supervision coupled with peer coaching was observed 
while teaching a 20-minute lesson and given verbal and written feedback 
twice by their university supervisor and twice by their peer coach throughout 
the semester.
Cooperating Teacher Supervision Coupled with Peer Coaching. 
Cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching is defined as 
observation of preservice practicum students by their cooperating teacher 
and another preservice practicum student. Each preservice practicum 
student who received cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer 
coaching was observed teaching a 20-minute lesson twice by their 
cooperating teacher and twice by their peer coach throughout the semester.
Limitations
The distance education study was a modified version of distance 
education. All of the students involved in this study attended class on a 
university campus. However, students in the receiving ITV and lecture hall 
classes did not have direct access to the instructor during the class. The
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results of this study should not be generalized to students taking distance 
education courses who do not have to travel to a campus for their instruction. 
Also, all of the students enrolled in the Resource Room Practicum class had 
access to the instructor during her office hours. Students taking a course by 
ITV at a remote site would not have this advantage.
Students in Study 2 had access to a free e-mail account. The results 
of this study should not be generalized to students who must pay for access 
to e-mail.
The supervision study had three limitations. First, it was conducted 
with preservice practicum students who were completing a 40-hour 
practicum. The results of this study should not be generalized to more 
advanced field-based experiences without further replication in those 
settings. The second limitation involves the teaching experience of the two 
university supervisors. Neither university supervisor had taught in a public 
school setting nor were they experienced at university teaching. The final 
limitation was that the cooperating teachers did not receive any formal 
supervision training.
Summary
Universities are currently in a period of retrenchment and are 
searching for ways to reduce costs in all areas (Blumenstyk, 1994; Mangan, 
1991; Lively, 1995). As we move toward the 21st century, financial concerns 
will undoubtedly remain. As budgets are trimmed it is imperative that 
preservice education students continue to receive the quality instruction, 
advisement, and field-based supervision necessary to become effective 
educators.
Suggestions have been made in the literature concerning the cost 
containment of providing instruction, advisement, and field-based
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supervision within Colleges of Education (Englert & Sugai, 1983).
Therefore, it is time to explore alternative methods of instruction, advisement, 
and field-based supervision. If these alternative methods prove effective, 
universities may save money without jeopardizing the education of their 
students.
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Chapter Two 
Review of the Literature 
Introduction
In 1439 the first teacher education program was established in 
England (Morris, 1974). Student teaching was an important part of this 
program and has continued to be considered one of the most important 
components of teacher preparation programs (Burstein, 1992; Friebus,
1977; Goodman, 1985; Lasley, Applegate, & Ellison, 1986).
At the turn of this century, student teaching experiences took place in 
normal schools and teacher colleges. These institutions had laboratory 
schools on campus. School personnel not only taught the courses, but also 
supervised their student teachers (MacNaughton, Johns, & Rogus, 1982; 
Emans, 1983). This allowed for a close link between the learning of the 
preservice students and their practical experiences (Emans, 1983).
Normal schools and teachers' colleges incurred financial difficulties 
after World War II (Bush, 1977). This resulted in student teaching 
experiences being moved from the on-campus laboratory school to the 
off-campus school setting (Bush, 1977). University personnel were then 
faced with supervision at a variety of off-campus sites, quite often 
simultaneously.
Within the past two decades there has been an increase in the 
number of early field-experiences for preservice teachers (Bischoff, Farris, & 
Henniger, 1988; Johnson, 1986; Waxman & Walberg, 1986; Welch & Kukic, 
1988; Zeichner, 1980). These field experiences were designed to bridge the
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theory learned In university classes and real-life experiences earlier in a 
student's college career (Killian & McIntyre, 1986; Potthoff & Kline, 1995).
When a preservice teacher is involved with any type of field-based 
experience, they are usually required to take a course that coincides with 
their work in the field (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Morin, 1993). These courses 
provide instruction in lesson plans, instructional strategies, policies, etc. and 
usually include time to discuss and solve real-life situations that occur at the 
field-based settings. Because communication between the student and 
instructor is a crucial element in the learning process, advisement for 
preservice teachers is a very important (Gordon, 1992; Komives & Woodard, 
1996).
The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) 
requires that students involved in any field-based experience be supervised 
(NCATE, 1995). Thus, the delivery of supervision is a critical component in 
the field-based experience. As numerous early field-based experiences 
become the norm in teacher education programs, it may become difficult for 
a department to provide enough faculty to instruct, advise, and supervise 
preservice teachers.
Much like the scenario after World War II, universities are 
experiencing financial difficulties and recently have begun to explore 
methods to cut costs in all areas (Harvey, 1992; Lively, 1995; Mangan, 1991; 
Nicklin, 1994). Teaching courses via distance education, using e-mail to 
advise students, and incorporating the use of cooperating teachers and peer 
coaches into the supervision process may be viable ways to continue the 
provision of high quality education to students as universities trim their 
budgets.
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Study One: Distance Education 
Most states require teachers to update their teaching certificate every 
five to ten years which typically requires additional coursework (Goddard, 
1987). Traditionally, teachers living in rural areas and large urban areas 
have traveled to the university campus to fulfill the additional coursework 
requirement. For many teachers this has required long commutes at night or 
during the summer months.
Distance education is becoming an alternative method for colleges 
and universities to offer courses to individuals in rural areas across the 
United States (Boone, Bennett, & Ovando, 1995; Cookson, 1989; Fulton, 
1993; Lin & Creswell, 1989; Miller, 1995; Rumble, 1989). Universities can 
now offer a course to a group of only three or four students, rather than 
requiring maximum enrollment (Blumenstyk, 1994).
Although rural areas have been the main focus (Abouzeid & Scott, 
1995; Ludlow, 1995; Miller, 1995), many universities currently use distance 
education to offer courses from other universities, as well as providing 
courses within urban environments (Blumenstyk, 1994; Foell & Fritz, 1995). 
The state legislatures of Utah, Massachusetts, Florida, and Virginia have 
appropriated State funds for distance education to meet this growing need 
(Blumenstyk, 1994).
There are several advantages to the use of distance education to 
teach courses. Courses taught by distance education can alleviate the 
necessity for long distance travel by establishing convenient centers in 
several locations in a city or state (Erdos, 1967; Jones & Schieman, 1995; 
Mackenzie, Christensen, & Rigby, 1968; Miller, 1995; Sewart, Keegan, & 
Holmberg, 1983). This allows professional special education teachers to 
remain updated on current trends and issues in a field that changes rapidly
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(Beare, 1989; Howard, Ault, Knowlton, & Swall, 1992; Ludlow, 1995). 
Distance education also affords the opportunity for nontraditional students 
(e.g., older students, single parents) who may have many other 
commitments (e.g., jobs, families), to take courses to obtain a degree or 
further their knowledge base (Dean, 1994; Erdos, 1967; Schlosser & 
Anderson, 1994).
It is also possible that distance education may help lessen the 
shortage of special education teachers in the United States (Beare, 1989; 
Ludlow, 1995). Many universities and State Departments of Special 
Education are offering courses via distance education to provide certification 
in special education (Beare, 1989; Ludlow, 1995; McCleary & Egan, 1989).
While there is a plethora of articles describing the use of distance 
education, there is little empirical research within the area of distance 
education. The use of two forms of distance education. Interactive 
Television (ITV) and video, to present lectures and entire courses to 
university students is just beginning to be explored by researchers (Beare, 
1989; Bozik, 1996; Foel & Fritz, 1995; Fulford & Zhang, 1993; Ludlow, 1995; 
MacBrayne, 1995; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Miller, 1995; Saba & Shearer,
1994).
While there is little empirical research, three distance education 
themes appear in the literature: (a) definitions, (b) faculty satisfaction, 
concerns, and recommendations, and (c) student satisfaction, achievement, 
and concerns. These three themes are important because they provide a 
framework around which to conceptualize distance education research. 
Historical Perspective
Distance education has been used for over 140 years (Dean, 1994; 
Caspar & Thompson, 1995; Keegan, 1990). Correspondence study, home
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Study, external studies, off-campus study, independent study, open learning, 
and teaching at a distance have all been used as synonyms for distance 
education (Keegan, 1990; Sewart, Keegan, & Holmberg, 1983). Distance 
education as it is known today has gone through three evolutionary phases:
(a) correspondence courses, (b) courses via one-way communication (e.g., 
radio, television, audiotapes, and videotapes, and (c) courses by means of 
two-way communication (e.g., telephone & ITV).
At its inception distance education involved the instruction of distant 
learners via correspondence courses (Dean, 1994; Erdos, 1967; Caspar & 
Thompson, 1995; Holmberg, 1986; MacKenzie, et al., 1968). In 1856, 
Charles Toussaint and Gustav Langenscheidt founded the first 
correspondence school in Berlin, Germany. The school focused on teaching 
languages and remained in operation for over eighty years (Erdos, 1967; 
MacKenzie, et al.).
The use of correspondence courses in the United States began in 
1873 when Anna Eliot Tucker founded the Society to Encourage Studies at 
Home (MacKenzie, et al., 1968). The majority of students who enrolled in 
coursework were women. The society provided instruction to over 10,000 
students by correspondence in its 24 year history (MacKenzie, et al.).
The early success of the Society's correspondence courses, led to the 
offering of correspondence courses by other organizations and universities. 
Illinois Wesleyan and the University of Wisconsin began to offer coursework 
by correspondence in 1891 (MacKenzie, et al., 1968). At Illinois Wesleyan 
students could earn a Bachelor's, Master's or Doctoral degree by 
correspondence. Also in 1891, the International Correspondence School in 
Scranton, Pennsylvania began to offer correspondence courses to
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employees of various companies. By 1920, the school enrolled 2 million 
students in correspondence courses.
In 1892, the University of Chicago established a correspondence 
teaching division. This division was part of the University's Extension 
Department. Three thousand students enrolled in 350 correspondence 
courses taught by 125 instructors each year. This program was in operation 
from 1892 until it was discontinued in 1964 (MacKenzie, et al., 1968).
The next phase of distance education involved the use of radio. 
(Abouzeid & Scott, 1995; Buckland & Dye, 1991; Gaspar & Thompson, 1995; 
Schosslor & Anderson, 1994). In the 1920s, many universities were issued 
broadcast licenses so they could establish university radio stations. The first 
license was issued to The Latter Day Saints University in 1921 (Buckland & 
Dye, 1991). By the end of 1922, 71 universities around the country had 
broadcast licenses (Buckland & Dye, 1991).
This new wonder provided universities the means to broadcast 
sporting events, plays, and credit-earning college courses. However, many 
instructors did not immediately accept the concept of college courses being 
broadcast by radio. They believed this new technology would threaten their 
jobs (Buckland & Dye, 1991), but this fear did not stop the establishment of 
radio stations on college campuses. Between 1920 and 1930, 176 stations 
were established on university campuses. Thirty-five percent of these 
stations were still in existence in 1930. Universities that continued to have 
radio stations were those committed to off-campus learning (Buckland &
Dye, 1991).
The invention of television brought renewed enthusiasm for distance 
education. The State University of Iowa, Purdue University, and Kansas 
State College created television teaching programs between 1932 and
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1934, (Buckland & Dye, 1991). Between 1932 and 1939 the State 
University of Iowa broadcast 389 experimental television programs.
In 1948 the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) reserved 
only one national television channel for educational broadcasting (Buckland 
& Dye, 1991). By 1951 the number of television channels dedicated to 
noncommerical education use had grown to 209. Individuals interested in 
courses on television could enroll and receive a certificate of participation. 
These course were often referred to by the term telecourse.
Western Reserve University was the first to offer full credit courses via 
television in 1951. They offered an introductory psychology course. In 1957 
the Central Broadcasting System (CBS) formed a partnership with New York 
University. The resulting program. Sunrise Semester, was in operation until 
1982.
Today modern computer hardware and software have provided the 
impetus for distance education to evolve into a sophisticated instructional 
method (Boone & Anderson, 1995; Grosse & Wagner, 1994; Keene & Cary, 
1990; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Simpson, Pugh, & Parchmam, 1993).
Colleges and universities now have several technological options available 
to them (e.g., interactive audioconferencing, one-and-two way video, 
computer conferencing, audio graphic systems) that enable students and 
instructors to see, hear, interact, ask questions, and get prompt responses 
from one another (Wills, 1993).
Interactive audioconferencing has been used by universities since the 
early 1980s. The University of Alaska has over 330 sites around the State of 
Alaska equipped with speakers and push-to-talk or voice-activated 
microphones (Wills, 1993). The system is able to link over 160 sites, with as 
many as 30 in concurrent audio-conferences.
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The use of ITV is beginning to emerge as a popular instructional 
method in the area of distance education (Wills, 1991). There are two types 
of ITV currently being used. The use of a one-way television with two-way 
audio format allows students to view the instructor and interact with the 
instructor by means of a speaker phone. However, the instructor cannot see 
the students. Two-way television with two-way audio allows the instructor 
and students at distant sites to hear, see, and interact with each other (Wills, 
1993). Universities are just beginning to explore the use of these new 
technologies.
Distance Education Defined
Most of the literature defines distance education as any type of 
learning in which the instructor and student are separated by distance 
(Fyock, & Sutphin, 1995; Garrison & Shale, 1987; Granger, 1988; Keegen, 
1986; Keegan, 1990; Ludlow, 1995; Rumble, 1989; Shale, 1987). However, 
there are two definitional points on which the literature disagrees: (a) 
whether or not teachers and learners must be separated at all times for the 
instruction to be considered distance education, and (b) the amount of 
separation necessary to distinguish distance education from traditional 
education.
Keegan (1986), in a review of the literature, provided a 
comprehensive definition of distance education based on the research to 
that point in time. In order for education to be characterized as distance 
education, six components must be present: (a) teacher and learner should 
be separated throughout the length of the learning process, (b) a formal 
educational organization must be involved, (c) technical media should be 
used as the means to unite teacher and learner, (d) two-way communication 
should be provided so that the student may benefit from or even initiate
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dialogue, (e) students should be taught as individuals and not in groups, 
although they may occasionally meet for both didactic and socialization 
purposes and (f) the course should be developed for mass distribution 
(Keegan, 1986).
Garrison and Shale (1987) criticized Keegan's definition. They 
maintained that it was too narrow. They believed that his description was 
based on past outdated practices (i.e., correspondence study) and, thus, 
fostered confusion concerning distance education. They also maintained 
that Keegan had not examined sufficiently current technology nor had he 
discussed the impact it could have on distance education.
Rather than defining the complex concept of distance education. 
Garrison and Shale (1987) suggested that a minimum set of criteria be used 
to evaluate whether or not the education being offered qualified as distance 
education. They presented three criteria by which to define education as 
distance education; (a) it must allow individuals who might othenwise be 
precluded to have access to educational opportunities, (b) it must provide 
instructors and students the opportunity to communicate with each other, 
and (c) it must have technical communication media available for instructors 
and students.
Distance education was defined by Perraton (1988) as "an 
educational process in which a significant proportion of the teaching is 
conducted by someone removed in space and/or time from the learner" (p. 
34). Rumble (1989) expanded this definition. His definition stated that there 
must be an instructor, one or more students, a curriculum that the instructor 
can teach, and a contract between the instructor and student(s). This 
contract contains requirements that the student be taught, evaluated, given 
direction, and prepared for examinations. Rumble stated this must be done
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through two-way communication. Although Rumble maintained that there 
must be a physical separation between the student and the institution 
supporting the instruction, he allowed for periodic face-to-face meetings 
between the student and instructor. He also had a provision for students to 
work in groups.
The issue of the influence of new technologies on the definition of 
distance education was explored by Barker, Frisbie, and Patrick (1989).
They broke distance education into two categories: (a) correspondence- 
based distance education and (b) telecomm unications-based distance 
education. Within each of these categories they included high levels of 
interaction (i.e., correspondence study supported by audiotapes and/or 
videotapes, two-way voice link, or two-way video link) and low levels of 
interaction (i.e., correspondence study based on print materials only, or two- 
way voice link only).
The debate over the definition of what does and does not qualify as 
distance education continues today. Bork (1995) maintained that the 
definition of distance education remains elusive because everyone who 
uses distance education has different technological equipment available to 
them.
What emerged from the literature as a definition of distance education 
was that the instructor and students are separated by distance. Further 
elaboration on the definition was hampered by logistics (e.g., whether or not 
the instructor or students have face-to-face contact) and the technology 
available on the university campus and in the community. Shale (1987) 
suggested that it is time to stop the attempt to prove the uniqueness of 
distance education. Rather, It is time to compare distance education to 
education in general and see what emerges.
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Faculty Satisfaction and Concerns.
Another focus of the research dealt with the attitudes and concerns of 
university faculty involved in distance education (Beaudoin, 1990; Clark, 
1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Gehlauf, Shatz, & Frye, 1991; Landstrom, 1995; 
Morgan, 1995; Silvernail & Johnson, 1992; Whitaker, 1995; Wolcott, 1993). 
This literature explored the anxiety instructors experience while they 
developed and taught distance education course(s). This literature also 
provided instructor recommendations for the development of distance 
education courses (Grotty, 1995; Filipczak, 1995; Fulton, 1993; Holmberg & 
Bakshi, 1992; Holt & Thompson, 1995; LeBaron & Bragg, 1994; Mena, 1992; 
Rutherford & Grana, 1994).
Gehlauf, Shatz, and Frye (1991) asked fifteen Ohio University faculty 
members to complete a distance education survey. All of the faculty 
surveyed had taught at least one course via distance education and one 
faculty member had taught six distance education courses. Distance 
education in this study was defined as a two-way, ITV system used to 
provide interaction between the instructor and students on the main campus 
as well as at five regional campuses. Using a five-point scale, faculty 
members rated the instructional methods used during the course (e.g., 
lectures, notes, group discussion, overhead transparencies, slides, and 
videotapes). There was an additional category that included videodiscs, 
data, student presentations, maps, small groups, individual conferences, 
and demonstrations as additional instructional methods used. The faculty 
rated each of the instructional methods on its effectiveness in the delivery of 
instruction. The final portion of the survey dealt with the training necessary 
to use distance education technology.
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Results of the study Indicated that the four most commonly used 
distance education instructional methods, in rank order, were: (a) lecture ,
(b) group discussion, (c) overhead lecture notes, and (d) overhead 
transparencies. The four most commonly used instructional methods were 
not the four most effective methods identified by the instructors. The four 
most effective methods for distance education, in rank order, were: (a) 
lecture, (b) videotapes, (c) overhead transparencies, and (d) slides. This led 
the authors to conclude that training in the development of audio visual 
materials was necessary for instructors who teach distance education 
courses (Gehlauf, et al. 1991).
Participants were also asked an open-ended question dealing with 
changes they had to make in their instructional presentation style when 
teaching a distance education course. Careful planning and organization 
emerged as elements more necessary for a distance education course than 
a traditional course. Faculty also indicated that they found it difficult to 
incorporate small group and simulation activities into their distance 
education courses. The lack of instructor mobility in the ITV course was also 
mentioned as an important consideration in distance education. Instructors 
felt that they could not move around as much in a distance education course 
as in a traditional course (Gehlauf, et al. 1991).
Interaction with the students at the distant site was the overwhelming 
concern of faculty in this study (Gehlauf, et al. 1991). The instructors stated it 
was important to know the names of the students at the remote sites as well 
as have the ability to provide written and verbal feedback to those students. 
They believed that the ability to be seen and heard was imperative for 
quality instruction. Other concerns included the need for preparation and 
training in the use of equipment prior to instruction. They stated it would be
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beneficial to have "hands-on" or "role playing" experiences to facilitate 
interaction with students at remote sites. The instructors also believed that 
students should be provided with an orientation to the ITV equipment prior to 
class.
Wolcott (1993) investigated the design of distance education courses. 
Eleven instructors with prior distance education experience participated in 
the study. All were teaching a course they had previously taught on campus. 
Two distant education classrooms at Utah State University served as the 
broadcast classroom. These classrooms were linked with distant sites in 
Utah and Colorado. The number of distant sites for each course ranged 
from eight to eleven. Instruction was presented via two-way audio and one­
way low scan video transmissions. The instructors and students could hear 
each other and the students could see the instructor. However, the instructor 
could not see the students.
Data were collected by interviewing each of the instructors twice 
during the semester, observing each instructor during at least two classes, 
and examining instructional planning documents created by the instructors. 
The inten/iews focused on: (a) planning activities, (b) instructional concerns, 
and (c) factors affecting planning. Observations of the classroom were 
designed to see the context in which the instructor was delivering instruction. 
Documents analyzed consisted of lesson plans, course syllabi, and personal 
journals (Wolcott, 1993).
Results of this study indicated that instructors planned the entire 
course up front, rather than week by week. This allowed the instructors to 
provide an expansive syllabus for their students. Further results showed that 
the instructors focused more on course content rather than their teaching 
technique. One instructor commented that he should have thought more
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about his technique so that he could have interacted more with the students 
at the distant sites.
In an analysis of the course syllabi, Wolcott (1993) found they 
contained information included on a traditional syllabus (e.g., course 
description, course goals, assignments, grading, etc.) as well as handouts of 
overheads, study guides, reprinted articles, and original essays. The 
instructors stated the extended syllabi were necessary for several reasons. 
The instructors indicated that the courses taught via distance education met 
less frequently and for shorter amounts of time than on-campus classes. 
Thus, the syllabus needed to provide support for the self-reliant students at 
the distant sites. The instructors reported the syllabus also served as a study 
guide for students and as an outline for the instructors to follow during 
lecture.
Wolcott (1993) found that several instructors indicated their teaching 
improved as a result of the extra effort required in the development of the 
syllabus. Instructors also reported using the extended syllabus for their 
on-campus classes. One concern of the instructors was that they believed 
they were tied to the extended syllabus and that they lost the spontaneity 
found in their traditional classes.
Describing his experience in teaching an English 101 course via 
distance education, Whitaker (1995) discussed his concerns. Eleven 
employees of an industrial firm who were working on their Bachelor of 
Science Degrees were enrolled in his course. Four students were on-site 
while the other seven students were at remote sites. Instruction was 
transmitted to the remote sites by means of ITV. The instructor and students 
were able to see, hear, and interact with each other.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3 4
The broadcast classroom was equipped with three cameras. The first 
camera was placed on the wall and was focused on the instructor or 
students. The second camera was used to show graphics from a 9"x12" 
horizontal display area. The final camera was the presentation camera and 
focused on a whiteboard in the front of the classroom. Two 35" television 
monitors were placed at the front of the classroom. These allowed 
individuals at all three sites to see each other. Each site was equipped with 
microphones and the instructor and students communicated with each other 
by voice-activated switching systems. In voice-activated switching systems, 
the television monitor switches to the site whenever someone is speaking.
Whitaker's (1995) concerns revolved around the design of the 
classroom. Because the two television monitors were on the same wall as 
the whiteboard, he had to choose between facing the students who were on 
site or students at the distant sites. If he chose to look at the remote site 
students, he had to turn away from his on site students. He could not see 
both remote sites simultaneously. This made it difficult to manage classroom 
discussions because the facial language of the distant students could not be 
seen. Whitaker found that he could not direct questions or comments to 
students who he felt had something to add to a class discussion.
Another of his concerns dealt with the voice-activated video switching. 
If the instructor wanted the remote site to be seen, he had to instruct 
someone to speak at the remote site so that the video would be activated. If 
one site was being shown on the video and someone from the other site 
spoke, the monitor would abruptly switch to the other site. Whitaker (1995) 
stated some of the spontaneity that occurs in traditional classes was lost due 
to the difficulties incurred with the voice-activated switching system.
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Instructional presentation style and course design were also 
discussed by Whitaker (1995). He believed that every action is exaggerated 
on television and that the instructor must be conscious of appearance, 
movement, voice, and technique. He also stated that instructors should 
review the design of the course. He suggested paying close attention to the 
clarity of the course syllabus, the weekly outline of course content, and the 
visual aides used in the course. He maintained that a system of student to 
instructor communication be established prior to the beginning of the course. 
In this study, e-mail and fax machines were the primary sources of 
communication.
Twenty instructors who taught distance education courses at the 
University of Windsor, Ontario, Canada were the focus of a study by 
Landstrom (1995). Distance education had been used at the university for 
ten years. Correspondence courses, telecourses, and audio-tape courses 
were considered distance education in this survey.
The courses taught in this study included the following components:
(a) each student was sent a packet with all of the required materials for the 
semester (e.g. textbook, handouts, syllabus), (b) each distance education 
instructor received a set of suggestions and regulation information from the 
Office of Continuing Education, and (c) instructors were required to have six 
phone office hours each week, three of which had to be during the evening.
A final requirement was that all instructors had to teach the entire course at 
least twice via distance education. This was done so that instructors could 
improve the second course based on the results of the first course.
A 16-item survey was administered to the instructors to determine 
their attitudes toward distance education. There was also an open-ended 
question that allowed the instructors to make comments. Of the 20
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instructors surveyed only four were teaching a course via distance education 
for the first time. All others had taught at least one course and one instructor 
had taught 20 distance education courses.
The lack of student contact was the overwhelming concern voiced by 
the instructors. They stated student interaction was the most important 
component of teaching a traditional course and the biggest drawback of 
teaching a distance education course. The instructors stated that it was 
difficult to play the dynamics (e.g., reading non-verbal behaviors) of the class 
and they missed the opportunity to have class discussions (Landstrom,
1995). Although the instructors had six telephone office hours, they reported 
that only 20% to 30% of the students took advantage of the telephone hours. 
Each instructor found that two or three students called frequently during the 
semester while other students called only one to four times. Most calls dealt 
with the logistics of the course (e.g. assignments, exams). Although students 
did not have much contact with instructors, all of the instructors believed that 
the students did not experience more difficulty completing the course than 
students in a traditional course.
Overall, the literature shows that faculty concerns and satisfaction with 
distance education have revolved around the ability to design and 
implement an effective course. Communication with students was also 
expressed as a concern of instructors. It appears from the literature that 
instructors of distance education courses are beginning to explore the 
adaptation of their traditional courses to the distance education medium 
(Landstrom, 1995; Whitaker, 1995; Wolcott, 1993).
Student Satisfaction.
Articles that focus on the students in distance education courses deal 
with the attitudes and satisfaction of the students in relation to course
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delivery (Boone, Bennett, & Ovando, 1995; Bozik, 1996; Fyock, & Sutphin, 
1995; Jegede & Kirkwood, 1994; Lin & Creswell, 1989; MacBrayne, 1995; 
Silvernail & Johnson, 1992; Simpson, Pugh, & Parchman, 1993; Zhnag & 
Fulford, 1994), student achievement in distance education courses (Beare, 
1989; Foel & Fritz, 1995; Keene & Cary, 1990; McCleary & Egan, 1989), and 
student motivation for enrolling in courses via distance education (Cookson, 
1989; St. Pierre & Olsen, 1991). Most of this research has occurred within 
the last ten years and deals primarily with ITV.
Studies exploring student attitudes toward distance education and 
satisfaction with distance education have been primarily survey based. 
(Boone, Bennett, & Ovando, 1995; Bozik, 1996; Fyock, & Sutphin, 1995; 
Jegede & Kirkwood, 1994; Lin & Creswell, 1989; MacBrayne, 1995;
Silvernail & Johnson, 1992; Simpson, Pugh, & Parchman, 1993; Zhnag & 
Fulford, 1994). The surveys have addressed issues such as the quality of 
education received, satisfaction with the instructor, willingness to take 
another distance education course, and satisfaction with the instructional 
methods used.
Silvernail and Johnson (1992) surveyed 93 undergraduate students 
enrolled in a course dealing with learning and the brain. Two instructors 
team-taught the distance education course from two broadcast classrooms 
on a university campus to three off-campus sites. Thirty-eight students were 
enrolled in one of the broadcast classrooms and 29 students were enrolled 
in the second broadcast classroom. Two of the remote sites had 19 students 
and the other remote site had 13 students. Although there were 118 
students enrolled in the course, only 93 chose to participate in the study.
The 11-item survey queried the students as to their perception of the
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characteristics of the course, characteristics of the instructors, effectiveness 
of ITV, and overall evaluation of the course and the instructors.
Forty-nine students (53%) strongly agreed or agreed that ITV was an 
effective method for teaching the course. Forty-four students (47%) stated 
ITV was not an effective method to teach the course. Of the 49 students who 
believed ITV was effective, 30 students (61%) had previously taken a course 
via distance education. Silvernail and Johnson (1992) compared this to the 
44 students who reported ITV was not an effective method and found that 
only 13 (30%) of these students had taken a distance education course 
previously. This led the researchers to conclude that the more experience 
students had with distance education the more comfortable they became.
The authors emphasized that both instructors received positive evaluations 
from all students, including those who believed ITV was not an effective 
method for teaching the course. The authors concluded that students are 
able to separate their impressions of an ITV system from their impressions of 
the instructor when asked to evaluate the two.
A study conducted by Egan, Welch, Page, and Sebastian (1992) 
compared two television methods (i.e., ITV and Professor Plus method) to 
the traditional method of instruction. All of the participants in this study were 
either working towards a post-bachelor's teaching certification or a master's 
degree in special education. Students were assigned to one of three 
groups; (a) traditional method, (b) ITV, or (c) Professor Plus method. The 
154 students in the traditional method received their instruction with the 
instructor present. A two-way audio and video closed-circuit microwave 
system (ITV) allowed 93 students to receive instruction at several distant 
sites. The Professor Plus method provided weekly videotapes of the
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traditional classes to 267 students. An on-site instructor/facilitator was 
present at each distant site during the Professor Plus class.
All students completed a Media Evaluation Survey at the end of the 
course. This survey evaluated the attitudes of students in ten areas (e.g., 
amount of material covered, organization of course, value of audio-visuals, 
ability to keep students' interest). Results of this study were compared in 
three ways: (a) traditional and ITV methods, (b) traditional and Professor 
Plus methods, and (c) ITV and Professor Plus methods.
When comparing the traditional and ITV methods Egan et al. (1992) 
found significant differences for six of the ten variables. Students in the 
traditional method rated the course organization, clarity of content, relevance 
of course objectives, integration of assignments, value of visual materials, 
and value of text screens higher than students in the ITV method. Students 
receiving the traditional method rated the same six variables as well as 
adequacy of presenter's delivery, and ability to hold student's interest 
significantly higher than students in the Professor Plus method. The only 
significant difference found between the ITV and Professor Plus methods 
was the value of visual materials. The students in the ITV method believed 
these were more important than the students in the Professor Plus method.
The authors concluded that students receiving face-to-face instruction 
have the advantage of having access to the instructor and receiving 
immediate feedback. They also maintained that instructors are able to 
monitor verbal and nonverbal behaviors of the students, allowing for more 
interaction in a traditional setting. Egan et al. (1992) also believed that if 
students in the Professor Plus method had poor experiences with the 
facilitators they would associate that with overall course presentation. Thus, 
facilitators should be experienced and able to answer questions.
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Boone, Bennett, and Ovando (1995) investigated the attitudes of 
professional teachers taking a course via distance education. The instructor 
presented lectures from a broadcast classroom located in a television studio. 
The lectures were sent via ITV to students at three remote sites. The 
broadcast classroom was equipped with several cameras and microphones, 
while the three remote sites were equipped with several technological 
devices (e.g. an echo chancellor, 52" projection television, remote control, 
microphones, and a movable cart equipped with a VCR, electronic 
chalkboard, laser disc player, and a CD ROM).
The participating teachers completed a 34-item survey at the end of 
the course. The survey used a 5-point Likert Scale with a range of strongly 
disagree to strongly agree and dealt with attitudes toward the course. The 
teachers strongly agreed that the ability to choose from several sites and 
from a variety of instructors were the best aspects of the course. Although 
the teachers reported it was difficult to hear one another from the remote 
sites, they stated that two-way interaction, rather than one-way interaction, 
was crucial in courses taught by means of distance education. Overall, the 
teachers believed that distance education courses lessened their 
opportunities to interact with the instructor and other inservice teachers.
They believed that audio visual materials (e.g. overheads, slides) 
were more important in a course taught via distance education than in 
traditional courses. This supports the recommendations of Whitaker (1995) 
concerning the importance of well-prepared audio-visual materials in a 
distance education course.
Using a 6-point Likert Scale and open-ended questions Fyock and 
Sutphin (1995) explored problems that could occur when an instructor is at a 
different site than the students. Fifty-three students at the broadcast
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classroom and the remote sites completed surveys that dealt with attention 
given to students, opportunity to cheat, difficulty in getting help from the 
instructor, and the need for a facilitator.
Survey results indicated that students believed the instructor paid 
equal attention to students in the broadcast classroom and students at the 
remote sites. Ten students responded that they stated the instructor should 
visit the remote sites more often. Interestingly, of these ten students, six 
attended class at the broadcast center with the instructor present.
When asked if it would be easy to cheat in a distance education 
course, 76% of the students reported it would not. Students in the broadcast 
classroom stated they had not observed any cheating, but stated it would be 
easier to do so at a remote site.
Most students believed they received the help they needed from the 
instructor. Students at the remote sites had access to a telephone and a fax 
machine that they used when they needed assistance. One course being 
taught via distance education was an advanced math course. Forty-eight 
percent of the students at the remote site reported it was difficult to get 
assistance from the instructor, compared to 19% at the broadcast site. Sixty 
percent of the students at the remote sites believed an instructor or facilitator 
would enhance their learning, while 80% of the students in the broadcast 
classroom stated an instructor or facilitator did enhance their learning.
The University of Northern Iowa currently offers four graduate 
programs and 13 classes each semester via distance education. Bozik 
(1996) surveyed one hundred and three students enrolled in at least one of 
the distance education courses offered during one semester. Twenty-four 
percent of the students were taking their first course via distance education 
and 19% were taking their fourth or fifth course. The survey dealt with the
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instructional methods used by the instructors, effectiveness of courses taught 
via distance education, willingness to take another distance education 
course, and student behaviors in distance education courses versus 
traditional courses.
Ninety-five percent of the students reported discussions as being the 
most common instructional method used by the distance education 
instructors. Ninety-four percent of the students reported that their instructors 
used lectures. Other instructional methods identified by the students were 
case studies (59%), demonstrations (47%), story telling (28%), simulations 
(22%), and role playing (18%).
Students were asked to indicate if the setting (e.g., distance education 
site compared to traditional classroom) influenced their behavior (e.g., class 
attendance, asking questions, motivation, etc.). Forty-two percent of the 
students indicated that they were less likely to ask a question from a remote 
site, 9% stated that they were more likely to ask a question from the remote 
site, and 49% said the setting made no difference. When queried about 
attendance, 20% of the students indicated that they were more likely to 
attend an ITV class, while 2% said they were less likely to attend an ITV 
class, and 77% stated the location did not matter. Fifteen percent of the 
students reported they were more likely to work hard in an ITV class, 7%  
said they were less likely to work hard in an ITV class, and 78% replied that 
the setting did not matter.
The Department of Agriculture at the University of Iowa offers both 
graduate and undergraduate off-campus degrees by means of several types 
of distance education (e.g., videotapes, satellite broadcast, two-way audio 
and visual ITV). In an attempt to describe distance education program 
variables. Miller (1995) mailed a 13-item forced choice questionnaire to 53
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graduates from the off-campus degree program. Forty-six questionnaires 
were retumed. Miller (1995) provided the students with four motivational 
factors dealing with enrollment in the program. Students were asked to rank 
these four items. The items rank ordered by the students were: (a) pursuing 
a degree (b) gaining up-to-date technical knowledge, (c) gratification of 
learning new information, and (d) career promotion.
The average time taken by this group of students to complete the 
program was 60 months. However, one student completed the program in 
24 months while one student took 126 months to complete the program.
The leading obstacle to program completion identified by 83% of the 
students was the limited number of courses offered via distance education. 
Difficulty in balancing school, personal, and work responsibilities was 
identified by 72% of the students. Other obstacles listed by the students 
included: lack of access to library facilities (65%), cost of the program (61%), 
on-campus attendance (48%), relevancy of courses (48%), lack of 
scholarships (48%), lack of access to instructors (48%), and lack of access to 
other students (44%).
Overall, students who participated in distance education courses 
were positive for the most part. They believed that the instructors were 
effective in presenting the content material. The research also indicated that 
the more distance education courses students take, the more satisfied they 
become. Students concurred with faculty that it is difficult to hear individuals 
at distance sites and that the use of well prepared audio-visuals is crucial. 
Student Achievement.
Few studies have been conducted that compare student achievement 
in courses taught via distance education and courses taught in traditional 
classroom settings. Two studies that are reported in the literature compared
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the achievement scores of students at remote sites to the scores of students 
in broadcast or traditional classrooms (Beare, 1989: McCleary & Egan,
1989).
McCleary and Egan (1989) compared the achievement of students 
receiving face-to-face instruction with students receiving instruction via two- 
way ITV. Achievement was evaluated using objective and essay 
examinations. All of the students were enrolled in a Bachelor's or post- 
Bachelor's teacher certification program in special education. Data were 
collected from three consecutive courses taught by means of two-way ITV.
In the remote sites, eighteen students were enrolled in the first course, 20 
were enrolled in the second course, and 30 students were enrolled in the 
third course. The number of students enrolled in the broadcast classrooms 
was not reported.
Findings indicated no significant differences on pretests or posttests 
when comparing the broadcast students to the remote site students for 
course one. Data were not reported for the pretests in course two and there 
was no significant difference between posttest means. During course three, 
there was a significant difference on pretest scores, but no significant 
difference on the posttests. The broadcast class and remote sites scored 
means of 73 and 74 respectively. These findings indicated that students 
achieve equally when receiving instruction face-to-face or by means of ITV.
Beare (1989) compared the achievement of 92 undergraduate and 83 
graduate students enrolled in a special education course taught by a variety 
of instructional methods. The study was conducted for a period of six 
academic quarters. Students were assigned to one of six instructional 
groups: (a) traditional lecture, (b) lecture with videotape backup.
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(c) telelecture, (d) audio-assisted independent study, (e) video-assisted 
independent study, and (f) video on-campus.
The 46 students in the traditional lecture group received three 50- 
minute lectures per week with the instructor present. The 35 students in the 
lecture with videotape backup received three 50-minute lectures per week 
and had the option of checking out a videotape of the sessions from the 
library. Students could check out the videos if they missed class or for 
review. The videotapes were checked out a total of 70 times during the 
study (Beare, 1989).
Students taking the course by means of telelecture were located in 
one of five remote locations. The course was being taught live to 50 
students on campus and 34 students at remote sites. A two-way phone 
hookup and microphones were at each of the remote sites so the students 
could interact and participate. However, the students could not see the 
instructor or the other students. Copies of overhead transparencies were 
sent to the remote sites for students to use. It was not reported who was 
responsible for the overheads at the remote sites (Beare, 1989).
The audio-assisted independent study allowed the 14 students to 
listen to audiotapes of the lecture at their convenience. Students in this 
group were required to attend three 2-hour sessions on Saturdays. During 
the first session the students registered for the course, purchased their 
textbook, listened to an overview of the course, and received their 
audiotapes for the first half of the course. The second Saturday consisted of 
completing a midterm examination, getting clarification on assignments, and 
receiving audiotapes for the second half of the quarter. Students took their 
final exam and completed course evaluations during the final Saturday 
session. The 20 students in the video-assisted independent study followed
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the same requirements as the audio-assisted independent study group, but 
were given videotapes that were filmed during the traditional lecture.
The final group of 26 students were assigned to video on-campus 
instruction. Students in this group were required to attend three 50-minute 
sessions each week. Students viewed the videotapes without the instructor 
present. The only contact these students had with the instructor was during 
a session at the beginning of the quarter to explain the course and at the 
end of the quarter to gather informal reactions to the course. A graduate 
student was present to facilitate the class (e.g., running the VCR, monitoring 
exams, collecting assignments). Students in this group were told they could 
drop the course with no penalties and enroll in the course the following 
semester. No students chose this option (Beare, 1989).
Student achievement and course evaluations were analyzed in this 
study. No significant differences among the achievement of the six groups 
were found. Mean percentage scores on the exams for each group were:
(a) lecture, 81%, (b) lecture with videotape backup, 79%, (c) telelecture,
80%, (d) assisted-audio-independent study, 79%, (e) videotape-assisted 
independent study, 86%, and (f) video on-campus, 80%.
Students also rated the course, regardless of how it was delivered, as 
good or excellent. There were no significant differences in the course 
evaluations for the six groups. The students were very positive in their 
evaluations of the course.
Overall, achievement of students taking courses via distance 
education is comparable to students in traditional settings. Results indicate 
that students learn as effectively even when they do not have immediate 
access to an instructor.
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Study Two: Electronic Mail 
Most faculty members at colleges and universities are required to 
advise students within their departments (Gordon, 1992). Advising students 
is more than helping them fulfill course and graduation requirements 
(Gordon, 1992; Komives & Woodard, 1996). Students need emotional and 
technical advise during their college career (Komives & Woodard, 1996). 
Because university professors are expected to fulfill many roles (e.g., 
teaching, serving on committees, research), they often do not provide 
adequate advisement (Komives & Woodard, 1996). The use of e-mail may 
increase the amount of communication between faculty and students.
Because e-mail is a fairly new concept in higher education (Nantz & 
Drexel, 1995), most of the available literature is descriptive in nature 
(Monahan & Dharm, 1995) or focuses on discussion groups or news groups 
(Baldwin, 1994; Meacham, 1994; Yeoman, 1995). Poling (1994) explained 
the advantages of using e-mail for instructor/student communication and in 
another article (McCormick & McCormick, 1992) the type of communications 
that may result from the use of e-mail by students is discussed.
McCormick and McCormick (1992) studied the e-mail of students 
enrolled at a public university in New York. They coded the types of 
communication undergraduates had with each other via their e-mail 
accounts. At the time of this study, e-mail only could be sent locally and e- 
mail communications could be read by anyone who had knowledge of the 
system. All e-mail messages were downloaded to a mainframe computer 
every three hours. During this six month study approximately 700 students 
used their e-mail accounts. Seventy percent of the students were enrolled in 
computer science courses, while the other 30% were enrolled in social 
science courses. A total of 1,748 messages were coded.
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Twelve categories of e-mail communication emerged in this study.
The category with the highest frequency of e-mail messages was work 
comments (26%). These comments dealt with course work students 
encountered (e.g., "I think I have the program correct," "Fortran sucks!"). 
Twenty-one percent of the e-mail messages fell within the category of news 
and sharing. Messages in this category dealt with student activities, 
interests, and personal opinions. Other categories coded by the authors 
included humor and symbolic (13%), program sending (8%), garbage (5%), 
threats and put-downs (3%), love messages (2%), and social plans (1%).
The authors concluded that students used e-mail primarily for work 
related issues and did not use the system for personal use. However, the 
authors cautioned readers against generalizing these results to other 
students and other situations. The students in this study knew their 
messages could be read at any time, which could have led students to 
delete personal messages so the researchers could not read them. 
McCormick and McCormick (1992) also emphasized that this e-mail system 
was only for university use and the students could not communicate with 
other individuals outside the university community.
In an article describing the use of e-mail to better communicate with 
students, Poling (1994) required students to activate an e-mail account. 
Students were also required to check their e-mail a minimum of two times 
each week.
Poling (1994) maintained that e-mail could be a useful tool for 
university students in their coursework. He believed that through the use of 
e-mail students are provided the opportunity to ask questions as they arise. 
Also, students who might not ask questions in class may speak up when
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using e-mail. He stated that this may be the most valuable aspect of 
requiring students to activate an e-mail account.
Poling (1994) reported some advantages to the use of e-mail. He 
believed that it could be an orderly method of disseminating assignments. 
Faculty can save time (e.g., not having to wait for copying to be completed, 
no time spent in class handing out assignments) and money (e.g., no 
photocopying or paper costs) by sending assignments to students by e-mail. 
Another advantage of e-mail is that it facilitates the making of general class 
announcements. Poling (1994) maintained that this saves in-class time and 
also affords students the opportunity to reply without disrupting class. If the 
need arises to speak to a student individually, an e-mail message may be 
sent to the student immediately.
Although the use of e-mail can be an effective and efficient method of 
communication, Poling (1994) reported some drawbacks. When students 
send e-mail messages, they expect a quick reply. This requires the 
instructor to check messages several times throughout the day. He found 
that some students chose not to use their e-mail accounts. However, Poling 
(1994) maintained that some students do not participate in any type of 
communication mode.
The necessity to save messages from students requires a lot of disk 
space on a computer hard drive. Poling (1994) recommends transferring the 
messages to a floppy disk in order to save space on the hard drive.
Poling (1994) also discusses the barriers to effective communication 
that are inherent in e-mail. Instructors and students are not able to see the 
body language of each other when the messages are read. This can cause 
individuals to misinterpret a message or make inappropriate assumptions 
concerning the communication.
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Overall, Poling (1994) maintained his experience with e-mail was 
positive. He reported that his communication with his students increased 
and student-to-student communication also increased. Poling (1994) 
summarizes the benefits of using e-mail with the report from students that 
they felt comfortable knowing they could always get in touch with the 
instructor. E-mail provided the students with access to the instructor that was 
more under the control of the students.
The available literature on e-mail is sparse. This is a new 
phenomena that is just beginning to be used at colleges and universities.
Study Three: Supervision
Supervision and the provision of feedback to preservice practicum 
students is critical during any field-based experience (Goodman, 1985; 
Zeichner, 1992). University faculty typically have conducted the supervision 
of student teachers in the past, while cooperating teachers have provided 
most of the supervision for students enrolled in earlier practicum 
experiences (Potthoff & Kline, 1995). A recent method of supervision used 
in early field-based experiences is peer coaching (Hudson, Miller, Salzberg, 
& Morgan, 1994; Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella, 1993; Miller &
Pierce, 1994; Peterson & Hudson, 1989).
Much of the supervision literature is concerned with the qualifications 
of cooperating teachers (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Kalekin-Fishman &
Kornfeld, 1991; Olson & Carter, 1989). The literature is also replete with 
articles concerning the effect of university supervisors, and cooperating 
teachers, beliefs on the preservice students (Beach, 1994; Bird, Anderson, 
Sullivan, & Swidler, 1993; Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Cleary, 1988; Gitlin, 
Rose, Walther, & Magleby, 1985; Holt-Reynolds, 1992; McDiarmid, 1990; 
Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Winfield, 1986).
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University Supervision
University supervision is the most common means of providing 
supervision to preservice teachers (Lesley, Applegate, & Ellison, 1986). 
University supervisors are trained university personnel who regularly 
observe preservice teachers during a variety of field-based experiences. 
These observations typically consist of the university supervisor observing 
the student teaching a lesson and then providing written and/or verbal 
feedback (Gitlin, Rose, Walther, & Magleby, 1985).
Morris (1974) randomly assigned 96 student teachers to two groups. 
Students in the control group received traditional university supervision, 
while students in the experimental group were supervised by their 
cooperating teachers and principals. All students were observed and rated 
on 60 teaching behaviors. These behaviors were grouped into six 
categories: (a) motivating students; (b) controlling student behavior, (c) 
knowledge of subject matter, (d) communication between teacher and 
students, (e) teaching methods, and (f) fairness. A second component of this 
study measured the adjustment of the student teachers to their classrooms. 
The 98 cooperating teachers, 96 student teachers, and 3,318 high school 
students they taught completed a survey dealing with the performance of the 
student teachers.
Results indicated no significant differences in the classroom 
performance of student teachers who received traditional university 
supervision and those students who received supervision by their 
cooperating teachers and principals. Also there was no difference between 
the groups in the adjustment of the student teachers to their classrooms. 
However, students receiving supervision from their cooperating teachers 
reported having better rapport with their cooperating teachers than the
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students who received traditional university supervision. From this research 
Morris (1974) made several recommendations concerning supervision. She 
recommended that university supervisors only be used as a liaison person 
to provide counseling to students as needed. She stated that this would 
allow the supervisors the opportunity to be hired by school districts as 
consultants. She also suggested that tapes, videos, and closed circuit 
television be explored as methods of supervision.
In a review of the supervision literature, Emans (1983) discovered that 
the majority of studies indicated that the cooperating teacher has the most 
significant influence on the student teacher. He concurred with Morris 
(1974) that the roles of university supervisors should change.
Emans (1983) suggested that university supervisors should have less 
responsibility for the direct supervision of student teachers and serve school 
districts and universities by providing inservice training on curriculum 
development. Emans also stated that university personnel should focus 
more on the theory and research knowledge base of education rather than 
on direct supervision of student teachers.
In an attempt to identify the number of early field experiences required 
in teacher education programs and the type of supervision provided, Farris, 
Henniger, and Bischoff (1991) sent a questionnaire to 217 directors of 
clinical experiences in public universities and colleges. One hundred 
seventy-four of the questionnaires were retumed for a return rate of 81%.
They found that the first field experience typically occurs during the 
sophomore year. In this experience the students averaged eight hours of 
observation and five hours of direct participation. The second field 
experience was usually completed during the junior year. In this 
experience, the students spent approximately nine hours in observation and
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seven hours in active participation throughout the semester. One third of the 
schools did not require a third observation. For those universities that did, it 
was completed during the junior year. Students in these observations spent 
an average of 14 hours observing and 13 hours in active participation during 
the semester.
The amount of supervision in these early field experiences varied 
greatly among the universities. During the first observation, 45% of the 
universities provided no supervision, while 17% of the universities provided 
supervision four or more times. During the second and third field 
experiences the percentage of universities that did not provide supervision 
dropped to 15%, with 45% of the universities providing four or more 
supervision visits (Farris, Henniger, & Bischoff, 1991).
Three alternative models of providing supervision to 180 preservice 
teachers enrolled in an introductory education course were explored by 
Potthoff and Kline (1995). As part of the course, students were required to 
spend from one to two hours a week in a classroom setting. Students were 
assigned to one of three methods of supervision. The first method was 
labeled the public relations supervision method. In this method, university 
supervisors met with principals and cooperating teachers each time the 
preservice teachers were observed. In the second method, labeled the 
student growth/learning method, university supervisors met with preservice 
teachers for on-site debriefing sessions. In these sessions the students 
were encouraged to reflect upon the lesson taught. The final method, the 
traditional method, provided the schools with university assistance only 
when it was initiated by school personnel.
Two surveys, an 11-item preservice teacher attitude survey, and a 4- 
item field-experience satisfaction survey, were used to collect data. The
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attitude survey was administered to all the preservice teachers before their 
field experience began and again at the conclusion of their field experience. 
The field experience satisfaction survey was administered to all preservice 
teachers, cooperating teachers, and principals at the conclusion of the field 
experience.
The results of this study indicated a significant difference in the 
change of preservice teachers' attitudes from pre-to-post experience. Post­
attitudes were less positive than pre-attitudes in all three methods of field- 
based supervision. However, when comparing the three methods of 
supervision, students who received the public relations supervision were 
significantly more positive than the other two groups of students. The results 
led the authors to conclude that the use of nontraditional supervision models 
did not affect student satisfaction. The authors also maintained that students 
involved in early field-based experiences may not need a lot of supervision.
University supervision is a common form of supervision for preservice 
teachers. This supervision occurs periodically through the student's 
experience by trained university personnel. However, the research 
suggests that this role be revised. In general, the research suggested that 
university supervisors become consultants to schools.
Cooperating Teachers
Cooperating teachers often provide supervision for preservice 
teachers completing a variety of field-based experiences in their classrooms 
(Hauwiller, Abel, Ausel, & Sparapani, 1988-1989; Schuster & Stevens,
1991). The cooperating teachers observe the students in many situations. 
Because the cooperating teachers spend a considerable amount of one-on- 
one time with the preservice teachers, they are able to observe the student 
both formally and informally. This enables them to provide the preservice
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teachers feedback several times throughout the experience (Stanulis & 
Jeffers, 1995). Preservice teachers have indicated that their cooperating 
teacher was the most influential person during their field-based experience 
(Funk, Long, Keith ley, & Hoffman, 1983; Karmos & Jacko, 1977).
In a qualitative study designed to ascertain influential individuals 
involved in the field-based experience, 60 student teachers were asked to 
list, in rank order, five people who influenced them the most in the field 
(Karmos & Jacko, 1977), Thirty-four of the 60 student teachers identified 
their cooperating teacher as the most significant person during their field- 
based experience. Students reported that their cooperating teacher 
provided personal support during this time, were good role models, and 
assisted them with general teaching techniques. Karmos and Jacko (1977) 
concluded that beginning teachers have a need for empathy, acceptance, 
and release of worries while in their field-based settings. They maintained 
that cooperating teachers are able to do this because of the amount of time 
they spend with the students.
A study designed to replicate the Karmos & Jacko (1977) study was 
conducted by Funk, Long, Keith ley, and Hoffman (1983). The authors 
surveyed 185 student teachers to determine who influenced them the most 
during their student teaching experience. The students were also asked to 
support their choice. Of the 185 students, 130 (70%) selected their 
cooperating teacher. The student teachers supported their choice by stating 
that their cooperating teachers provided them with emotional support and 
guidance as well as teaching techniques during the field-based experience. 
Although the authors did not state exact numbers, a peer or relative was 
ranked second by students. The authors maintain that university personnel 
were ranked low and had little effect on the students.
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In an attempt to identify effective characteristics of field-based 
experiences, Morin (1993) asked 38 student teachers to rate their student 
teaching experience on three characteristics: (a) positive learning 
environment, (b) opportunities to plan and implement lessons, and (c) 
support systems. Seventy-three percent of the student teachers stated they 
were placed in a positive learning environment that motivated them. Sixty- 
one percent of the student teachers believed they were provided with 
guidance in writing lesson plans, often by their supervising teacher, and 
35% of the student teachers reported they planned only moderately with 
their supervising teachers. However, when supervising teachers were 
asked the same question, 75% of them believed they planned often with the 
student teacher and 24% indicate they planned only moderately with their 
student teachers.
Eighty-one percent of the student teachers and the supervising 
teachers agreed that it was important for the supervising teacher to model 
teaching behaviors. However, 92% of the student teachers believed 
feedback was important, while only 79% of the supervising teachers stated it 
was important. When asked if they believed it would be helpful for the 
supervising teacher to attend university classes to "fine tune" their skills,
52% of the student teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. 
Interestingly, 78% of the supervising teachers agreed or strongly agreed 
with this statement.
This study also indicated that student teachers and supervising 
teachers disagreed about the need for more assistance from university 
supervisors. Twenty-eight percent of the student teachers believed they 
needed more assistance from the university supervisor, while 41% of the
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supervising teachers believed more assistance from the university 
supervisor would be helpful.
From the results of this study, Morin (1993) concluded that students 
were placed in positive settings with motivating supervising teachers. She 
also maintained that students were able to observe and practice effective 
practices.
Overall, preservice teachers stated that their cooperating teachers 
were the most influential person during their field-based experiences. They 
reported that the cooperating teachers provided support and guidance 
throughout the experience. Students also maintained that their cooperating 
teachers provided them with ample supervision and feedback.
Peer Coaching
Peer coaching has been another method of supervision explored in 
the literature to help address the need to provide field based supervision. 
Showers (1985) provided three purposes of peer coaching: (a) to build 
communities of teachers engaged in the study of their profession, (b) to 
develop a common language necessary for the collegial study of newly 
obtained knowledge and skills, and (c) to provide follow-up training 
necessary for the development of new skills and strategies. Studies in peer 
coaching have indicated this method to be effective for professional teachers 
to improve their teaching techniques (Miller, Harris, & Watanabe, 1991; 
Phillips & Glickman, 1991; Sparks & Bruder, 1987).
Peer coaching has also proven effective in assisting preservice 
teachers to gain skills and reduce the amount of university field-based 
supervision (Hudson, Miller, Salzberg, & Morgan, 1994; Lignugaris/Kraft & 
Marchand-Martella, 1993; Miller, Harris & Watanabe, 1991; Morgan, 
Gustafson, Hudson, & Salzberg, 1992; Peterson & Hudson, 1989; Pierce &
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Miller, 1994). Studies have focused on the pairing of preservice practicum 
students to provide support and supervision to one another during their field- 
based experiences.
In one of the first studies involving peer coaching, Englert and Sugai 
(1983) compared two methods of peer coaching. Twenty preservice 
students participated in the study. The preservice teachers were in their final 
semester of coursework and completing a practicum experience in which 
they were required to use direct instruction with one student or a small group 
of students in their field experience classroom. The purpose of this study 
was to determine if preservice students would improve their teaching 
techniques when given feedback from their peers concerning specific 
teaching techniques or when provided feedback in anecdotal form. Twelve 
students assigned to the experimental group were instructed to observe their 
peers using forms that indicated specific skills to be observed (e.g., teacher 
prompts, correction of errors). Eight students assigned to the control group 
were instructed to develop their own methods for recording the teaching 
behaviors of their peers.
Data were obtained in the areas of behavior management, 
instructional management, and feedback strategies. Event recording 
procedures were used to collect the data. Results of this study indicated that 
students in both groups maintained similar behavior management skills. 
However, the experimental group developed better instructional 
management techniques and feedback strategies than did the control group 
students.
In a single-subject design, Peterson and Hudson (1989) investigated 
the use of peer coaching to increase effective teaching behaviors (e.g., 
beginning instruction promptly, providing an advanced organizer, etc.) and
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decrease ineffective teaching behaviors (e.g., giving non-specific praise, 
giving punitive punishment, etc.). The behaviors observed were identified 
from the Florida Performance Measurement System (Peterson, Micceri, & 
Smith, 1985). The three preservice students who participated in this study 
were enrolled in a graduate course designed to teach students learning 
strategies developed by the University of Kansas Institute for Research in 
Learning Disabilities. Each preservice student taught a strategy to a group 
of 3 to 5 students. During the baseline phase, a university supervisor 
observed the preservice students. They did not provide the students with 
feedback. During the intervention phase the supervisor gave the students 
feedback and assisted them in the development of a plan to improve their 
effective teaching behaviors and decrease their ineffective teaching 
behaviors. When the plans were developed, directing teachers observed 
and provided the students with feedback on the identified goals. Once these 
goals were met, the student and the directing teacher set new goals.
Results indicated increases in effective behaviors and decreases in 
ineffective behaviors after the preservice students were observed by their 
university supervisor, set goals, and received feedback from their coaches. 
Peterson and Hudson (1989) also maintained that collaboration between 
the university supervisor and directing teacher increased as a result of the 
peer coaching process.
In a similar study Miller, Harris, and Watanabe (1991) supported the 
findings of Peterson and Hudson (1989). Again, using the learning 
strategies developed by the University of Kansas Institute for Research in 
Learning Disabilities, data on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors 
were collected on six professional teachers. Three groups of two teachers 
were assigned to cooperatively teach one strategy and participate in peer
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coaching activities. University supervisors completed the observations in 
this study. After receiving feedback from the university supervisor, teachers 
met in peer coaching groups to develop strategies to increase their 
effectiveness. The six teachers increased their effective teaching behaviors 
while decreasing their ineffective teaching behaviors. Follow-up 
observation sessions were conducted three months later with each teacher. 
These observations were conducted by the university supervisors. The 
follow-up observations indicated that all teachers continued to use effective 
teaching behaviors.
Morgan, Gustafson, Hudson, and Salzburg (1992) also used peer 
coaching with five preservice practicum students. The five students selected 
for this study had performed poorly in a previous practicum, had an overall 
Grade Point Average (GPA) lower than 3.0, and had exhibited deficient 
teaching behaviors during a baseline evaluation. Three students who had 
completed the practicum, were rated highly by their university supervisors, 
and had an average GPA of 3.36 were selected to be peer coaches. These 
students were paired with the five students identified as exhibiting deficient 
teaching behaviors. Data were collected on the number of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated during a 15-minute reading 
lesson. The coaches observed their peers and identified effective behaviors 
demonstrated by the practicum student that should be continued as well as 
ineffective behaviors the practicum student needed to decrease. The 
coaches continued to observe their peers and gave them a signal (e.g., 
raised hand, verbal cue) each time effective behaviors were observed. 
Instruction was interrupted in order to give the practicum student corrective 
verbal and written feedback each time an ineffective behavior was identified.
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Results of this study confirmed the results of Englert and Sugai 
(1983), Peterson and Hudson (1989), Miller, Harris and Watanabe (1991), 
and Morgan, Gustafson, Hudson, and Salzburg (1992). All five practicum 
students identified as experiencing difficulty with their teaching increased 
their effective teaching behaviors and decreased their ineffective teaching 
behaviors. Moreover, results of this study provided evidence that higher 
performing students can assist lower performing students to improve their 
teaching behaviors.
A similar study was conducted by Lignugaris/Kraft and Marchand- 
Martella (1993) in which eight student teachers served as peer coaches for 
novice practicum students. The eight student teachers had all received As in 
the practicum and were identified by their supervisors as having superior 
teaching skills. The student teachers observed 19 students enrolled in a 10- 
week direct instruction practicum and provided feedback to them. Data 
were collected on effective teaching behaviors (e.g., unison responding, 
active engagement, consistent feedback, etc.) identified as being important 
in direct instruction. Feedback focused on effective behaviors as well as 
ineffective behaviors. When giving feedback on ineffective behaviors, 
coaches were required to give their peer a rationale for the recommended 
improvements.
Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella (1993) reported significant 
improvements in the effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by the 
practicum students. The practicum students were satisfied with the 
coaching. They believed they had good communication with their coach. 
They also reported that their coaches provided them with ample verbal and 
written feedback.
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In a recent study, Pierce and Miller (1994) compared traditional 
supervision and peer coaching. Twenty-nine preservice students enrolled in 
a course on mental retardation were required to complete a 4-hour weekly 
practicum each week in a self-contained classroom for students with mental 
retardation. Fifteen practicum students were in the control group and 14 
practicum students were in the experimental group. Students in the control 
group were observed by their university supervisor when they taught two 20- 
minute lessons. Students in the experimental group were observed by their 
peer when they taught two 20-minute lessons. Both groups had the same 
course assignments and were observed by the same university supervisor 
during a baseline assessment.
During a weekly 50-minute seminar, students in the control group 
spent the entire time in a lecture format, while students in the experimental 
group received the same lecture in a shorter amount of time. The 
experimental group spent the remaining time, approximately 15 minutes, in 
conference with their peer coach.
Data on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors were analyzed. 
There were no significant differences between the two groups. Students 
from both groups significantly increased their effective teaching behaviors 
while decreasing their ineffective teaching behaviors. This led the authors to 
conclude that peer coaching is just as effective as traditional supervision for 
practicum students.
Peer coaching has proven to be an effective method of providing 
supervision and support to preservice practicum students. Overall, students 
increased their effective teaching behaviors while decreasing their 
ineffective teaching behaviors after receiving feedback from their peers. 
Moreover, students indicated they enjoyed the process of peer coaching.
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Summary
The areas investigated in these studies are of primary interest to 
faculty in Colleges of Education. As universities begin to encourage 
professors to use technology as a means to provide distance education it is 
important to investigate its effectiveness. The number of field-based 
experiences completed by preservice teachers is increasing. It is crucial that 
the preservice students receive proper supervision and feedback during 
these early field-based experiences.
Distance education, in a variety of forms, has been an instructional 
method used for over 140 years and has undergone several changes during 
this time period. Much of the literature deals with the historical perspective, 
definitions of distance education, and the satisfaction of faculty and students. 
As universities begin to invest in sophisticated two-way audio-visual ITV 
systems it will be important to ascertain the effectiveness of this instructional 
method. Achievement, student satisfaction, and instructor evaluations 
should all be investigated. Because there are several types of distance 
education and universities all have different equipment available, it will be 
important to replicate studies.
The use of e-mail to increase the communication between instructors 
and students has a promising future. However, the lack of empirical 
research in this area is of great concern. As the use of e-mail increases both 
in the public and private sectors, it is important to identify its strengths and 
limitations for educational uses and training.
Historically, preservice teachers have been observed by university 
supervisors and cooperating teachers. Empirical research in this area is 
lacking, rather there is a plethora of literature explaining the beliefs of 
university supervisors and cooperating teachers. There is a need to explore
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6 4
alternative methods of providing supervision for preservice teachers. There 
is also a need to compare the different methods of supervision to ascertain 
effectiveness.
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Chapter Three 
Methodology 
Overview
With universities exploring various methods to contain the cost of 
providing instruction, advisement, and supervision, it is time for Colleges of 
Education to begin the exploration of alternative methods of instruction, 
advisement, and field-based supervision. If these alternative methods prove 
to be effective, universities may save money while providing their students 
with an effective education.
This research project involved three separate studies. The first study 
explored the use of traditional lecture, ITV, and videotape to present lectures 
to students enrolled in a resource room practicum course. The second study 
investigated the use of e-mail as a method of communication between the 
instructor and students enrolled in the course. The final study focused on 
five types of field-based supervision for preservice practicum students 
enrolled in the resource room practicum.
The use of ITV is becoming a popular medium of instructional 
delivery. Much of this instruction has been offered through continuing 
education departments at colleges and universities. However, universities 
are beginning to use this instructional method to teach courses both to 
distant sites and on university campuses (Beare, 1989; Lowry, Koneman, 
Osman-Jouchoux, & Wilson, 1994; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Sutton, 1995).
As ITV becomes a part of instruction at universities it is important to 
investigate the effectiveness of delivering instruction in this manner as well
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as to define the advantages and disadvantages of this form of instruction. 
Study 1 compared the achievement, attendance, instructor evaluation, and 
student satisfaction of students who received instruction in three different 
settings; (a) students receiving instruction with the instructor present, (b) 
students receiving instruction via ITV, and (c) students receiving instruction 
by means of videotape lectures.
The use of e-mail is another advancement in technology that is 
assisting university professors in advising students (Poling, 1994). Study 2 
investigated the use of e-mail by students to communicate with their 
instructor concerning assignments, due dates, and questions and/or 
comments they had regarding their practicum placement.
Another area of growing interest for universities is the provision of 
field-based supervision to students. Lack of time and financial resources 
has caused concern that students may not receive the field-based 
supervision they need (Englert & Sugai, 1983). Five types of supervision for 
preservice practicum students were investigated in Study 3: (a) university 
supervision, (b) cooperating teacher supervision, (c) peer coaching,
(d) university supervision coupled with peer coaching, and (e) cooperating 
teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching. Changes in the number of 
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors of preservice practicum students 
were measured in this study.
Studv_Qne: Distance Education 
This study compared three methods of delivering instruction to 
preservice practicum students. The methods included: (a) students 
receiving instruction with the instructor present, (b) students receiving 
instruction via ITV, and (c) students receiving instruction by means of 
videotape lectures.
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The study focused on four major questions:
1. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the academic 
achievement of students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via 
ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
2. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the attendance of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
3. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the satisfaction of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
4. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the evaluations of 
the instructor completed by students receiving instruction with the instructor 
present, via ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
Pactisjpants
Presen/ice Practicum Students. Seventy-seven preservice practicum 
students enrolled in the Special Education Resource Room Practicum 
Course (ESP 456) were eligible to participate in this study. Sixty-seven 
students chose to participate (see Table 1). Data from the eight students 
who did not sign the participant permission form and two students who had 
incomplete data are not included in this study.
All of the participants were either undergraduate special education 
majors, undergraduate special education minors, or graduate initial 
licensure students. All had completed an introduction to special education 
course.
The preservice practicum students participated in a 48-hour field- 
based practicum over a 12-week period. The practicum consisted of two
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Table 1
Preservice Practicum Student Demographic Information
Characteristic
Broadcast
n=17
ITV
n=17
Videotape
n=33
Total
n=67
Gender
Male 1 3 4 8
Female 16 14 29 59
Total 17 17 33 67
Level
Undergraduate Major 13 12 26 51
Undergraduate Minor 0 1 5 6
Graduate Licensure 4 4 2 10
Total 17 17 33 67
Ethnicity
White 14 12 28 54
African-American 2 1 1 4
Asian-American 0 2 1 3
Hispanic 1 1 3 5
Biracial 0 1 0 1
Total 17 17 33 67
Age
Mean 29.8 30.1 30.8
Range 21-48 21-50 21-50
GPA
Mean 3.31 3.02 3.13
Range 2.42-3.95 2.20-3.73 2.52-4.0
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2-hour periods a week. The didactic portion of the course met once a week 
for three hours. Each student signed a permission form (see Appendix A) 
and completed a demographic survey (see Appendix B).
Facilitators, Two special education graduate students acted as 
facilitators during this study. Both facilitators received training in the use of 
the Compression Labs System (1993). The facilitators were given a copy of 
the lecture prior to it being delivered. This allowed the facilitators to review 
the information and ask the instructor any questions before the class took 
place. The facilitators were in the receiving ITV classroom as well as the 
lecture hall for the videotape lecture. They were responsible for taking 
attendance, collecting and returning assignments, supervising the weekly 
quizzes, managing the touch-control panel in the receiving ITV classroom, 
and facilitating the class in the lecture hall.
Instructor. The instructor delivered instruction from the broadcast 
classroom. The instructor was videotaped and the videotape lectures were 
used to teach the students receiving instruction via videotape lecture. The 
instructor was a doctoral student who taught in an elementary resource room 
for four years and in a middle school/high school resource room for five 
years. The instructor had supervised student teachers for two semesters 
and preservice practicum students for three semesters. The instructor was 
teaching the Resource Room Practicum (ESP 456) for the third semester.
Seeing
Broadcast Classroom. The broadcast classroom was equipped with a 
Macintosh Performa 6300 computer, a digital overhead projector, two 
microphones, a television monitor, VCR, document camera, main camera, 
and a Compression Labs System (1993) touch-control panel. The touch- 
control panel was used to send instruction to the receiving ITV classroom. It
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also enabled the instructor and students to communicate and interact with 
the students and facilitators in the receiving ITV classroom.
This classroom had 15 small tables that were connected to form four 
rows. Two students could sit comfortably at each table. Three of the rows 
were facing the instructor, while one row contained the technology devices 
(i.e., the computer, the digital overhead projector, touch-control panel, 
microphone) and students. Appendix C contains a diagram of the broadcast 
classroom.
Receiving Interactive Television Classroom. The receiving ITV 
classroom was equipped with a Macintosh Performa 6300 computer, a 
digital overhead projector, two microphones, a television monitor, document 
camera, main camera, and a Compression Labs System(1993) touch- 
control panel. The touch-control panel enabled students and facilitators to 
communicate and interact with the instructor and students in the broadcast 
classroom. This classroom was also equipped with 15 small tables. Each 
table was large enough for two students to sit comfortably. The tables were 
placed in one U-shaped row, and three rows that faced the television 
monitor. Appendix D contains a diagram of the receiving ITV classroom.
Lecture Hall. The lecture hall was a traditional lecture hall with the 
capacity to seat 100 students. It was equipped with four television monitors. 
Two of the monitors were hung from the ceiling at the front of the hall and 
two were hung from the ceiling in the middle of the hall. There was a media 
room in the back of the hall that was contained a VCR. Appendix E contains 
a diagram of the lecture hall.
Instrumentations
Pretest. A 65-Item pretest (see Appendix F) over material to be taught 
throughout the semester was administered to all preservice practicum
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students. This 65-item test followed test construction techniques suggested 
by Wood (1990) and consisted of 35 multiple choice questions, 25 matching 
questions, and five incorrectly written behavioral objectives. The pretests 
were scored by the instructor. Twenty-five percent of the pretests were 
selected randomly and scored by one of the facilitators to ensure interscorer 
reliability.
Quizzes. Nine consecutive weekly quizzes (see Appendix G) were 
given throughout the semester. These quizzes dealt with material previously 
presented in class. The nine topics for the quizzes were: (a) historical 
background and resource room models, (b) lesson plans and Bloom’s 
Taxonomy, (c) behavioral objectives, (d) disability areas and related 
services, (e) effective and ineffective teaching behaviors, (f) assessment, 
working with others, and learning environments, (g) homework and grading, 
(h) the referral process and scheduling, and (i) Individual Educational Plans 
(lEP). The quizzes were scored by the instructor. Twenty-five percent of the 
quizzes were selected randomly and scored by one of the facilitators to 
ensure interscorer reliability.
Posttest. The 65-item pretest over material presented throughout the 
semester was readministered (see Appendix F). This 65-item posttest 
consisted of 35 multiple choice questions, 25 matching questions, and 5 
incorrectly written behavioral objectives. The posttests were scored by the 
instructor. Twenty-five percent of the posttests were scored by one of the 
facilitators to ensure interscorer reliability.
Demographic Survev. A demographic survey (see Appendix B) was 
completed by each student to determine their personal and academic profile 
(Table 1). This 14-item survey included personal information (e.g. name.
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age, gender), academic information (e.g., GPA and courses taken within the 
Department of Special Education), and previous experiences with children.
Student Satisfaction Survev. Student satisfaction sunreys concerning 
the method of instruction (i.e., instructor, ITV or videotape) used in the three 
classes were completed by each preservice practicum student at the end of 
the semester (see Appendix H). The survey focused on questions 
concerning satisfaction with the instructional method, willingness to take 
another course via the same instructional method, and effectiveness of the 
instructional method in meeting course objectives.
Evaluations of the Instructor. The evaluations of the instructor used by 
the Department of Special Education at the University of Nevada Las Vegas 
(see Appendix I) were administered at the end of the semester. Students 
evaluated the instructor on a 5-point Likert Scale in the following areas: (a) 
presentation of goals and objectives, (b) meeting the goals and objectives of 
the course, (c) evaluation of student assignments, (d) knowledge of 
instructor, (e) effectiveness in presenting content, (f) effectiveness in relating 
to students, and (g) active role of instructor in course instruction.
Ie.Q hjiO l.Q fly
Compression Labs Svstem. The Compression Labs System (1993) 
allowed communication between the broadcast and receiving ITV 
classrooms. The system controlled the positioning of the ITV cameras (i.e., 
document camera and main camera) and it allowed the instructor to position 
the ITV camera during the lecture. The built in memory of the system 
enabled the instructor to move the camera to students who asked questions 
and quickly move the camera back to the instructor without a delay in 
instruction. The instructor moved the cameras (i.e., document camera and 
main camera) back and forth between materials being presented on the
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computer screen or digital overhead projector and members of the 
classroom. The system also enabled the facilitators in the receiving ITV 
classroom to place the camera on students as they talked or asked 
questions.
Main Camera. The main camera projected images of the entire 
classroom. It was used so that members of the broadcast classroom (i.e., 
instructor and students) and individuals of the receiving ITV classroom (i.e., 
facilitators and students) could see and interact with each other.
Document Camera. The document camera projected images from the 
computer and digital overhead projector. It was used to present electronic 
slides and other materials during the lecture.
Touch-Control Panel. The touch-control panel controlled the total 
functioning of the Compression Labs System (1993). The touch-control 
panel allowed the instructor to control what was seen on the TV monitor.
Digital Overhead Proiector. A digital overhead projector is an 
electronic projection device. It was used in the same manner that an 
overhead projector is typically used for instruction. Materials (e.g., sheets of 
paper, books, diagrams, etc.) were placed on the digital overhead projector 
and the image was projected on television monitors.
Macintosh Performa 6300 Computer. The Macintosh Performa 6300 
computer was used to present electronic slide shows. The computer was 
connected to the Compression Labs System (1994) so that the electronic 
slide shows were included in the videotape viewed by students in the lecture 
hall.
Television Monitor. The television monitor was a 25" television 
screen. It was the monitor the students in the broadcast and receiving ITV 
classrooms watched during classtime.
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Video Cassette Recorder. A Sony Video Cassette Recorder (VCR) 
was used to videotape the lecture. Each weekly lecture was videotaped. 
These videotapes were shown to the group receiving instruction by means 
of videotape lectures. This assured that all students received the same 
lecture. The VCR was also used to show the broadcast, receiving ITV, and 
videotape lecture groups videotapes during the semester.
Power Point 4.0 . Power Point Version 4.0 (1994) was the 
presentation software used to create the electronic overheads. Every lecture 
presented in this study involved the use of electronic overheads.
Design and Procedures
Phase One
During this phase the instructor was trained in the use of the touch- 
control panel. The instructor was given approximately 15 minutes of training 
from the technician in charge of the ITV classrooms. The instructor also 
received a copy of the Compression Labs System (1993) instructional 
manual. The instructor spent two hours of independent study time in the 
broadcast classroom learning to operate the Compression Labs System 
(1994).
Phase Two
This phase involved the training of the two facilitators in the use the 
Compression Labs System (1993) and the touch-control panel. The 
instructor and facilitators spent 90 minutes in the broadcast and receiving 
ITV classrooms learning to use the equipment.
Phase Three
Instructional Methods. The 68 students were assigned randomly to 
one of three instructional methods. Students' names were drawn from a 
box. The first 17 students were placed in the broadcast classroom, the next
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17 were placed in the receiving ITV classroom, and the final 33 students 
were placed in the videotape lecture method (Table 2). Fewer students 
were placed in the broadcast and receiving ITV classrooms because these 
classrooms could accommodate only 21 students. In the broadcast 
classroom two students chose not to participate in the study, one student 
had incomplete data, and two students dropped the class. In the receiving 
ITV classroom three students chose not to participate and one had 
incomplete data.
The instructor explained to the class that each group would receive 
the same instruction, but by different instructional methods. It was 
emphasized to the students that those receiving instruction via ITV and 
videotape lectures would work closely with the facilitators and have access 
to the instructor only through e-mail, telephone, and scheduled office hours.
Pretest. Students completed the 65-item pretest (see Appendix F) to 
determine if all were at the same knowledge level prior to instruction. The 
pretest was scored by the instructor and entered into a spreadsheet. Twenty- 
five percent of the pretests were selected randomly and rescored by one of 
the facilitators to ensure interscorer reliability.
Phase Four
Students attended a weekly 3-hour lecture For 12 weeks. Due to 
three holidays and a final test, the class was held only 12 of the 16 weeks 
during the semester. Students worked on assignments in groups of 2-4 at 
the end of the lecture. Nine weekly quizzes were given during the semester 
to ascertain students' understanding of previously taught information. 
Attendance was taken at the beginning of each class and again after a mid­
class break to determine if students were leaving class after the quiz.
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Table 2
Classroom Instructional Method
Instructional Method Number of Students
Broadcast Classroom 17
Receiving ITV Classroom 17
Videotape Lectures 33
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Broadcast Classroom. The broadcast classroom was the classroom 
In which the instructor taught. Instruction in the broadcast classroom began 
with 30 minutes of organizational business and completion of the weekly 
quiz. The next 90 minutes were spent in lecture and class discussion. The 
final 25 minutes of the class involved students working in groups to complete 
assignments. Students in this method had direct access to the instructor 
during the organizational time, lecture, class discussion, and group work.
Receiving Interactive Television Classroom. The receiving ITV 
classroom was the classroom to which the lecture was broadcast from the 
broadcast classroom. Students in the receiving ITV classroom were in a 
different classroom in the same building as the broadcast class, but received 
instruction via ITV.
The instructional time for this classroom was the same as in the 
broadcast classroom. Students in this method had direct access to both of 
the facilitators when in need of assistance during group work and could 
interact with the instructor and students in the broadcast classroom by use of 
the Compression Labs System (1993).
Lecture Hall. Students receiving instruction by means of videotape 
lectures received the same lectures as students in the other two instructional 
methods. Student questions were answered by the facilitators, by the 
instructor via e-mail, or were written down and answered by the instructor on 
the videotape at the beginning of the next class. Thus, the students received 
the answer to their questions a week later. Instructional time was divided the 
same as the broadcast and receiving ITV classrooms. Students in this 
instructional method only had direct access to the facilitators. Their 
interaction with the instructor was through e-mail, the telephone, or the 
instructor’s scheduled office hours (6 hours per week).
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Phase Five
Posttest. During the final week of the semester the students 
completed the 65-item posttest to determine the amount of knowledge 
gained throughout the semester. The posttest contained the same items as 
on the pretest (see Appendix F). Twenty-five percent of the posttests were 
selected randomly and rescored by one of the facilitators to ensure 
interscorer reliability.
Student Evaluation Surveys. Students completed a student 
satisfaction survey (see Appendix H ). The survey was administered to allow 
students to evaluate the instructional method (i.e., instructor present, ITV, 
videotape).
Evaluations of the Instructor. Students completed the Department of 
Special Education's instructor evaluation form at the end of the semester 
(see Appendix I). The evaluation was administered to ascertain student 
satisfaction conceming the course and instructor delivery of the course.
Pata gç>neçtiç>n
Achievement Gains. Data in the form of pretests and posttests were 
analyzed to ascertain achievement gains throughout the semester. Results 
from the nine weekly quizzes were analyzed to measure the short-term 
learning gains of the students.
Attendance. Data from attendance checks were analyzed to 
investigate the difference in student attendance between the three 
instructional methods. Data taken at the beginning of each class and data 
taken after the mid-class break were analyzed.
Evaluation of the Instructor. Data from the evaluations of the instructor 
were analyzed to determine student satisfaction with the instructor's delivery
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of the course and course content. Data from each question were analyzed 
separately.
Student Satisfaction Survev. Data from student evaluation surveys 
were analyzed to ascertain student satisfaction with the instructional method 
they received. Data from each question were analyzed separately.
Treatment of Data
Data from pretests, posttests, and weekly quizzes were analyzed to 
answer the following question:
1. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the academic 
achievement of students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via 
ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
Analysis: In order to ascertain a significant difference between 
instructional methods on achievement a 3 (method) x 2 (pretest/posttest) 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted (Table 3). An 
alpha level of .05 was used.
Analysis: In order to determine a significant difference between 
instructional methods on weekly quizzes nine one-way analysis of variances 
(ANOVAs) were conducted (Table 4). An alpha level of .05 was used.
Attendance data were analyzed to answer the second question:
2. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the attendance of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
Analysis: In order to determine a significant difference between 
instructional methods on attendance a 3 (method) x 2 (attendance at the 
beginning and after break) analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted 
(Table 5). An alpha level of .05 was used.
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Instructional Achievement Gains
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instructional Method Pretest Posttest
Broadcast Classroom X X
Receiving ITV Classroom X X
Videotape Lectures X X
Table 4
Weekly Quizzes
Instructional Method Quizzes
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9
Broadcast Classroom X X X X X X X X  X
Receiving ITV Classroom X X X X X X X X  X
Videotape Lectures X X X X X X X X  X
Table 5
Attendance
Instructional Method Beqinnino of Class After Break
Broadcast Classroom X X
Receiving ITV Classroom X X
Videotape Lectures X X
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Data from student satisfaction surveys were analyzed to answer the third 
question.
3. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the satisfaction of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
Analysis: To determine a significant difference between instructional 
methods on student satisfaction a 3 (method) x 26 (question) multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted (Table 6). An alpha level of 
.05 was set.
Data from the student evaluations of the instructor were analyzed to 
answer Question 4.
4. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the evaluations of 
the instructor completed by students receiving instruction with the instructor 
present, via ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
Analysis: To ascertain a significant difference between instructional 
methods on the evaluation of the instructor a 3 (method) x 7 (question) 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted (Table 7). An 
alpha level of .05 was used.
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Table 6 - Student Satisfaction Survey
Instructional
Method Questions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
Broadcast X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Classroom
Receiving ITV X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Classroom
Videotape
_
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Lecture
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Table 7
Instructor Evaluations
Instructional Method Questions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Broadcast Classroom X X X X X X X
Receiving ITV Classroom X X X X X X X
Videotape Lectures X X X X X X X
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Study Two: Electronic Mail
The use of e-mail by the students In the three instructional methods 
(i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV, and videotape lectures) was 
compared in Study 2. The purpose of this study was to ascertain if the 
instructional method had an effect on the use of e-mail by students to 
communicate with the instructor.
This study focused on three major questions;
1. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the number of 
times a student uses e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
2. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the type of e-mail 
communication the students had with the instructor?
3. Does the method of instruction have an effect on student 
satisfaction of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
Participants
Students. Seventy-seven students enrolled in the Special Education 
Resource Room Practicum Course (ESP 456) were eligible to participate in 
this study. Sixty-seven students participated (Table 1). Eight students chose 
not to participate in the study and data on two students were incomplete. All 
of the participants were either undergraduate special education majors, 
undergraduate special education minors, or graduate initial licensure 
students and all students had completed an introduction to special 
education course. Students participated in a 48-hour field-based practicum 
over a 12-week period. This practicum consisted of two 2-hour periods a 
week. The didactic portion of the course met once a week for 3 hours. Each 
student signed a permission form (see Appendix A) and completed a 
demographic survey (see Appendix B).
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Instructor. The instructor was the same instructor as in Study 1. The 
instructor had access to e-maii at the university and at home.
Setting
University Computer Labs. Each preservice practicum student had 
access to the computer labs in the College of Education and the university 
library. All students who participated in this study either had a valid 
identification card to access the computer labs at the university or accessed 
e-mail from their home computer.
Materials
Electronic Mail Accounts. Each student was eligible for a free e-mail 
account and had access to computer labs at the university. If students had a 
modem at home, they could also access their e-mail from their personal 
computer. The e-mail system used by students at the University of Nevada 
Las Vegas was Pine (1994). E-maii was used to communicate with the 
instructor during the semester. E-mail was also used by the instructor to 
send messages to the entire class.
Design, and Procedures
Phase One
The course instructor gave a 30-minute lecture on e-mail and 
explained to the students how to activate their accounts. Each student had 
four days to activate the account and send the instructor a message with 
their e-mail address.
Phase Two
The instructor developed a distribution list containing student 
addresses. This enabled the instructor to send class messages to all of the 
students easily.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
86
Phase Three
The instructor checked her e-mail five times a day throughout the 
course of the semester. All communications were saved on disk and hard 
copies were printed.
Phase Four
The instructor coded ail communications at the end of the semester. 
The coding was completed to determine what type of questions and/or 
comments the students made during the semester.
Phase Five
Students completed a student satisfaction survey (see Appendix J) at 
the end of the semester. The questions focused on the ease of using e-mail, 
effectiveness of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor, and the 
promptness of the instructor in responding to the students’ questions and/or 
comments.
Data Collection
Electronic Mali. The number of times students used e-maii to 
communicate with the instructor was calculated. These data were analyzed 
to determine the difference in the number of times students from the three 
instructional methods used their e-mail accounts. Communications were 
coded to determine the type of questions and/or comments from the students 
during the semester.
Student Satisfaction Survev. Each student completed a satisfaction 
survey (see Appendix J) to ascertain the student's satisfaction with using e- 
mail. Each question was analyzed separately.
Treatment of Data
The frequency of e-mail used to communicate with the instructor was 
analyzed to answer the following question:
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1. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the number of 
times a student uses e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
Analysis: In order to ascertain a significant difference between the 
number of times students used e-mail to communicate with the instructor a 
one-way Aanalysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted (Table 8). An 
alpha level of .05 was set.
Student communications were coded to answer Question 2.
2. Does the method of instruction have an effect on the type of 
communication the students had with the instructor?
Analysis: All student e-mail communications were coded to 
determine the type of question and/or comments made by the students 
during the semester. The frequency of each question or comment was 
calculated.
Analysis: In order to determine a significant difference between 
groups on the types of correspondence, t -tests were conducted on each 
category (Table 9)
Data from student satisfaction surveys were analyzed to answer the 
following question:
3. Does the method of instruction have an effect on student 
satisfaction of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
Analysis: In order to determine a significant difference between 
instructional methods a 3 (method) x 13 multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was conducted (Table 10). An alpha level of .05 was set.
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Table 8
Number of Correspondences
Instructional Method Number of Correspondence
Broadcast Classroom X
Receiving ITV Classroom X
Videotape Lecture X
Tabie 9
Number of Correspondence by Category
Instructional Method Categories
Broadcast Classroom 
Receiving ITV Classroom 
Videotape Lecture
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X
Table 10
Student E-mail Satisfaction Survey
Instructional Method Questions
Broadcast Classroom 
Receiving ITV Classroom 
Videotape Lectures
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
X X X X X X X X X X X X X
x x x x x x x x x x x x x
X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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Study Three: Supervision
Fieid-based supenrision was the focus of Study 3. This study 
investigated the effects of the type of fieid-based supervision on effective 
and ineffective teaching behaviors exhibited by preservice practicum 
students in their field placement. Five types of field-based supervision were 
compared: (a) university supervision, (b) cooperating teacher supervision,
(c) peer coaching, (d) university supervision coupled with peer coaching, 
and (e) cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching. The 
types of fieid-based supervision used in this study are defined as follows.
University Supervision. In university supervision the preservice 
practicum students were supervised by trained university supervisors. Each 
preservice practicum student was observed by a university supen/isor whiie 
teaching a 20-minute iesson and given verbal and written feedback four 
times throughout the semester.
Cooperating Teacher Suoervision. Cooperating Teacher supervision 
invoived the preservice practicum students being supervised by their 
cooperating teachers. Each preservice practicum student was observed by 
their cooperating teacher while teaching a 20-minute lesson and given 
verbal and written feedback four times throughout the semester.
Peer Coaching. Peer coaching was defined as preservice practicum 
students providing supervision to each other. Each preservice practicum 
student was observed by their peer coach while teaching a 20-minute 
lesson and given verbal and written feedback four times throughout the 
semester.
University Supervision Coupled with Peer Coaching. University 
supervision coupled with peer coaching involved preservice practicum 
students being supervised by both a university supervisor and their peer
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coach. Each preservice practicum student was observed whiie teaching a 
20-minute iesson and given verbal and written feedback two times by their 
university supervisor and two times by their peer coach.
Cooperating Teacher Supervision Coupled with Peer Coaching. 
Cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching involved 
preservice practicum students being supervised by both their cooperating 
teacher and their peer coach. Each preservice practicum student was 
observed while teaching a 20-minute lesson two times by their cooperating 
teacher and two times by their peer coach.
Effective and Ineffective Teaching Behaviors
This study also focused on the development of effective teaching 
behaviors by the preservice practicum students as well as decreasing the 
use of ineffective teaching behaviors. Effective teaching behaviors were 
defined as: (a) begins instruction promptiy, (b) handles materials in an 
orderiy manner, (c) gives specific academic praise, (d) circulates and 
assisting students, (e) expresses enthusiasm verbally, (f) uses body 
behavior that shows interest, and (g) stops misconduct. Ineffective teaching 
behaviors were defined as: (a) delays instruction, (b) not organized or 
handles materials unsystematically, (c) uses general non-specific praise, (d) 
remains at desk/circulating infrequently, (e) uses loud, grating, high pitch, 
monotone, or inaudible talk, (f) frowns, and (g) delays in attending to 
misconduct, not stopping misconduct, or being punitive with students.
Data on these 14 behaviors were recorded while the preservice 
practicum student taught his or her 20-minute lesson. Data concerning 
student satisfaction with the type of feedback they received were also 
analyzed.
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This study focused on three questions:
1. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
2. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
3. Does the method of fieid-based supervision have an effect on the 
preservice practicum student's evaluation of the field experience?
Participants
Students. Seventy-seven students enrolled in the Resource Room 
Practicum Course (ESP 456) were eligible to participate in this study (Tabie 
11). Eight students chose not to participate in the study, and another eleven 
students were dropped from the study because their data were incomplete. 
This resulted in data from 58 students being analyzed in this study. All of the 
participants were either undergraduate speciai education majors, 
undergraduate speciai education minors, or graduate initial licensure 
students and all had completed an introduction to special education course. 
Students participated in a 48-hour field-based practicum over a 12-week 
period. The practicum consisted of two 2-hour periods a week. Each 
student signed a permission form (see Appendix A) and completed a 
demographic survey (see Appendix B).
Data Coliectors. Two special education graduate students and the 
field experience coordinator for the Department of Special Education were 
data coilectors in this study. Preservice practicum students were assigned 
randomly to one of the data collectors. The data collectors observed each 
student teaching for 20 minutes to coilect pre-and-post data on effective and
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Table 11
Characteristic University
Cooperating
Teacher Peer
University
Peer
Cooperating
Teacher/Peer Total
Gender
Male 0 4 0 0 3 7
Female 11 9 10 10 11 51
Total 11 13 10 10 14 58
Level
Undergraduate
Major
8 12 10 8 8 46
Undergraduate
Minor
2 0 0 0 2 4
Graduate
Licensure
1 1 0 2 4 8
Total 11 13 10 10 14 58
Ethnicity
White 6 11 9 8 13 47
African-American 2 0 1 0 1 4
Asian-American 1 1 0 0 0 2
Hispanic 2 1 0 1 0 4
Bifacial 0 0 0 1 0 1
Total 11 13 10 10 14 58
Age
Mean 30.5 29.2 26.0 30.0 31.4
Range 21-45 21-40 21-41 22-50 21-50
GPA
Mean 3.02 3.05 2.91 3.19 3.41
Range 2.20-3.66 2.23-3.80 2.42-3.76 2.57-3.95 2.60-4.0
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ineffective teaching behaviors. The data coilectors used the modified 
version of the Florida Performance Measurement System (FFMS) (see 
Appendix K). The pre-observation data were collected during the third week 
of the preservice practicum student's fieid-based experience. The post­
observation data were collected during the final week of the preservice 
practicum student's field-based experience. The data collectors did not 
provide feedback to the students after the pre-observations, but did provide 
feedback after the post-observation.
University Supervisors. Two special education graduate students 
were the university supervisors in this study. They were trained in the 
collection of data on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors. Each 
university supervisor worked with students who were assigned to either the 
university supervision or the university supen/ision coupled with peer 
coaching conditions.
The university supervisors observed each preservice practicum 
student teaching a 20-minute lesson. They used the modified FPMS form 
(see Appendix K) and provided the preservice practicum students with 
verbal and written feedback. Students assigned to university supervision 
were observed four times during the semester. If students were assigned to 
the university supervision coupled with peer coaching, they were observed 
by their peer coach twice and their university supervisor twice during the 
semester. The two university supervisors completed 25 percent of their 
observations together to assure inter-observer reliability.
Cooperating Teachers. Cooperating teachers observed and provided 
verbal and written feedback to the preservice practicum students placed in 
their classrooms. The 27 cooperating teachers were provided a 15-minute 
videotape and a handout concerning effective and ineffective teaching
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behaviors at the beginning of the semester. The video and handout (see 
Appendix L) explained effective and ineffective teaching behaviors as well 
as provided instructions on how to use the modified FPMS form (see 
Appendix K).
The cooperating teacher observed each preservice practicum student 
teaching a 20-minute lesson. They used the modified FPMS form (see 
Appendix K) and provided the preservice practicum students with verbal and 
written feedback. Students assigned to cooperating teacher supervision 
were observed four times during the semester. If students were assigned to 
the cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching, they were 
observed by their peers twice and their cooperating teacher twice during the 
semester. Demographic data of cooperating teachers are presented in 
Table 12.
Peer Coach. Peer coaches were preservice practicum students who 
were trained in peer coaching and effective and ineffective teaching 
behaviors. Using the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K), the preservice 
practicum students observed their peers teaching a 20-minute iesson four 
times throughout the semester. If the students were assigned to the 
university supervision coupied with peer coaching or the cooperating 
teacher supervision coupied with peer coaching, they observed their peers 
twice during the semester.
Instructor. The instructor invoived in Study 3 was the same instructor 
who participated in Study 1 and Study 2. The instructor trained the 
preservice practicum students in peer coaching, effective and ineffective 
teaching behaviors, and writing lesson plans. Data collectors were trained 
in the use of the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K) and the identification 
of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors by the instructor.
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Table 12
Characteristics of Cooperating Teachers
Characteristics University Cooperating
Teacher
Peer University/
Peer
Cooperating
Teadier/Peer
Gender
Male 2 3 2 2 3
Female 9 9 8 8 7
Total 11 12 10 10 10
Age
Mean 40.2 34.8 42.4 37.0 38.4
Range 29-57 26-50 27-52 28-48 29-51
Years of Experience
Mean 14 8 16 11.7 9.6
Range 2-22 3-22 3-26 1-20 4-21
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
9 6
A videotape of the instructor lecturing on effective and ineffective teaching 
behaviors as weli as on the use of the modified FPMS form (see Appendix 
K) was sent to the cooperating teachers.
Setting
Each student was assigned randomly to a resource room in the Clark 
County School District in the State of Nevada. Thirty-four preservice 
practicum students were placed in elementary resource rooms, thirteen 
preservice practicum students were placed in middie school resource 
rooms, and sixteen preservice practicum students were placed in high 
school resource rooms. In the state of Nevada resource rooms serve 
students who have been determined eligible for speciai education services 
according to the Nevada Administrative Code for Special Education 
Programs (Nevada Department of Education, Speciai Education Branch, 
1994).
Materials
Training Video Tapes. Videotapes of resource room teachers 
teaching a variety of lessons were used to train the data collectors in the 
identification of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors. The videotapes 
were also used to conduct reliability checks between the data coliectors.
This was done to assure that the data collectors were labeling the same 
behaviors as effective or ineffective teaching behaviors.
The same tapes were used in the training of the preservice practicum 
students to identify effecting and ineffective teaching behaviors. Students 
tallied the number of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors they 
observed while watching videotapes of resource room teachers.
Lesson Plans. Each preservice practicum student was required to 
develop and implement ten lessons throughout the semester. In order to
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ensure consistency among lessons, the students used a structured lesson 
plan format (see Appendix M). Goals, objectives, and a process of 
evaluation had to be developed for each lesson. The following ten 
instructional procedures, as well as a time frame for each, had to be 
included: (a) gain student attention, (b) inform students of objectives or 
tasks, (c) review previously presented materials, (d) demonstrate 
appropriate student response, (e) cue for responses and eliciting student 
responses, (f) provide feedback, (g) transfer and generalization, (h) closure 
and summary to lesson, and (i) direction for next step activity.
Effective and Ineffective Teaching Behaviors Handout. The effective 
and ineffective teaching handout (see Appendix L) explained the seven 
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors as well as provided information 
on how to use the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K). The handout was 
given to all university supervisors, preservice practicum students, and 
cooperating teachers.
Videotape. A 15-minute videotape was developed that explained 
how to use the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K). Examples were 
given for the seven effective and seven ineffective teaching behaviors to be 
observed. The videotape was sent to all cooperating teachers in the 
cooperating teacher supervision condition and the cooperating teacher 
supervision coupied with peer coaching condition.
Instrumentation
Modified Florida Performance Measurement System Form. The 
Florida Performance Measurement System (FPMS) (Peterson, Micceri, & 
Smith, 1985) is an observation form with 19 effective teaching behaviors and 
19 ineffective teaching behaviors. The behaviors on this form have been 
identified in the effective and ineffective teaching research literature. Seven
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effective teaching behaviors and seven ineffective teaching behaviors were 
selected from the FPMS form to be used in this study. The seven effective 
behaviors were; (a) begins instruction promptly, (b) handles materials in an 
orderly manner, (c) gives specific academic praise, (d) circulates and assists 
students, (e) expresses enthusiasm verbally, (f) uses body behavior that 
shows interest, and (g) stops misconduct. The seven ineffective teaching 
were: (a) delays instruction, (b) does not organize or handle materials 
systematically, (c) uses general, non-specific praise, (d) remains at 
desk/circulates infrequently, (e) uses loud, grating, high pitched, monotone, 
or inaudible talk, (f) frowns, deadpan, or lethargic, and (g) delays in 
attending to misconduct, doesn't stop misconduct, is punitive with students. 
The modified version of the FPMS form (see Appendix K) was used because 
this was the first field experience in a series of three field experiences for the 
preservice practicum students. The other behaviors identified on the FPMS 
form are taught and evaluated in the more advanced field experiences.
The modified FPMS form (see Appendix K) was used by the data 
collectors, university supervisors, cooperating teachers, and peer coaches 
whiie observing preservice practicum students. The modified FPMS form 
(see Appendix K) was also used by the preservice practicum students to 
practice data collection in class.
Demographic Survey. The same sunrey was used as in Study 1 (see 
Appendix B). This survey was completed only once by each student.
Student Satisfaction Survev. At the end of the semester the students 
completed a satisfaction survey (see Appendix N) to determine their 
satisfaction with the feedback they received in their fieid-based experience. 
The 15-item survey included items concerning satisfaction with feedback
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given and level of anxiousness while being observed. It was completed by 
the preservice practicum students at the end of the semester.
Training
Data Collectors. The two university supervisors and the field 
experience coordinator were trained in the identification of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors during a 3-hour session. The session 
consisted of explaining the seven effective and seven ineffective teaching 
behaviors and practice in using the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K) to 
identify the teaching behaviors. Videotapes of resource room teachers 
teaching a variety of lessons were used for the training. Inter-observer 
reliability checks were conducted between the three data coliectors.
The data collectors then observed teachers in the preschool housed 
at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. Three 20-minute sessions were 
conducted in the preschool. The data collectors used the modified FPMS 
form (see Appendix K) to tally effective and ineffective teaching behaviors in 
these sessions. Inter-observer reliability checks were again conducted.
Cooperating Teachers. No formal training was provided for the 
cooperating teachers. However, they were given a videotape containing 
information on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors and a handout 
(see Appendix L) explaining how to use the modified FPMS form (see 
Appendix K). Cooperating teachers received copies of the modified FPMS 
form (see Appendix K) to use in the observation of their students and were 
asked to contact the instructor if they had any questions.
Preservice Practicum Students. Preservice practicum students were 
trained in the area of peer coaching, developing lesson plans, and effective 
and ineffective teaching behaviors. The peer coaching training consisted of 
a 1-hour lecture on the philosophy and process of peer coaching. Students
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also received a 1-hour lecture on developing lesson plans and spent 90- 
minutes in class writing lesson plans in small groups.
A 30-minute lecture was presented on the identification of effective 
and ineffective teaching behaviors. Students watched a videotape of 
resource room teachers and practiced using the modified FPMS form (see 
Appendix K) to identify effective and ineffective teaching behaviors.
Design and Procedures
Phase One
The data coilectors were trained in the identification of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors. They watched videotapes of resource room 
teachers teaching a variety of lessons until 80% inter-observer reliability was 
achieved. The data collectors used the modified FPMS form (see Appendix 
K).
Phase Two
During the first didactic class, the preservice practicum students 
completed the demographic survey (see Appendix B). Requirements of the 
practicum (e.g. amount of time, dress, professionalism etc.) were also 
discussed.
Phase Three
Students were assigned randomly to one of the five types of 
supervision: (a) university supervision, (b) cooperating teacher supervision, 
(c) peer coaching, (d) university supervision coupied with peer coaching, or 
(e) cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching). The 
number of preservice practicum students in each supervision group is 
reflected in Table 13.
Thus, students who participated in Study 3 had first been assigned 
randomly to an instructional method (i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving
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Supervision Method Number of Students
University Supervision 11
Cooperating Teacher Supervision 13
Peer Coaching 10
University/Peer Coaching 10
Cooperating Teacher/Peer Coaching 14
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ITV, and videotape lectures) in Study 1 and then within that instructional 
method they were assigned randomly to supen/ision groups. The practicum 
students were assigned to supen/ision and instructional groups in the 
following manner (Table 14).
Phase-Foitr
All 58 preservice practicum students were trained in the area of peer 
coaching. A 30-minute lecture was presented on the philosophy and 
process of peer coaching.
Phase Five
Preservice practicum students were trained in the development of 
lesson plans. A one-hour lecture was presented explaining the components 
of the required lesson plan. Preservice practicum students then broke into 
groups of two to four students and began to write six lesson plans. The 
lesson plans were turned into the instructor for feedback and a grade.
Phase Six
This was the pre-observation phase. The data collectors observed 
each preservice practicum student teaching his or her first 20-minute lesson. 
The data collectors used the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K), and 
recorded the number of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors 
demonstrated by the preservice practicum student. The data collectors did 
not provide the practicum students with feedback.
Phase Seven
All 58 preservice practicum students were trained in the areas of 
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors in this phase. The training was 
completed in one 3-hour ciass session. The instructor lectured for 45 
minutes on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors. The students used 
the modified FPMS form (see Appendix K) and two 15-minute videotapes of
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Table 14
Instructional Method/Supervision Method
University
Cooperating
Teacher
Peer
Coaching
University/
Peer
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Broadcast
Classroom
3 2 4 1 4
Receiving
ITV
3 4 1 4 4
Videotape
Lectures
5 7 5 5 6
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resource room teachers teaching a variety of lessons and collected data on 
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors.
This phase was eight weeks long and occurred in the preservice 
practicum students’ classrooms. The students were required to teach a 20- 
minute lesson each week using the lesson plan format presented in class 
(see Appendix M). These lessons were approved by the resource room 
teacher the week prior to being taught. Students were observed and 
received feedback four times during this phase. They received feedback 
from either their university supervisor, their cooperating teacher, their peer 
coach, their university supervisor and peer coach, or their cooperating 
teacher and peer coach. Tabie 15 is a summary of the schedule the 
students followed.
Phase Nine
This was the post-observation phase. The three data collectors 
observed their assigned preservice practicum students teaching their final 
20-minute lesson. Data were collected on the number of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by the preservice practicum 
students. The students were provided with written and verbal feedback from 
the data collectors.
Phase Ten
The practicum students completed the student satisfaction survey 
(see Appendix N). The 15-item survey consisted of items deaiing with the 
preservice practicum students' satisfaction with their type of supervision and 
anxiousness of being observed.
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Table 15
Observation Scheduie
Week Observations
One Student observes classroom
Two Student observes classroom
Three Pre-observation data collected
Four 1 St observation by peer coach*
Five 1 St observation***
Six 1st observation by university or mentor**
Seven 2nd observation***
Eight 2nd observation by peer coach*
Nine 3rd observation***
Ten 2nd observation by university or mentor**
Eleven 4th observation***
Twelve Post observation data collected
* Students assigned to university supervision coupied with peer coaching or 
cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching were observed 
by their peers.
*** Students assigned to university supervision, cooperating teacher 
supervision, or peer coaching were observed.
** Students assigned to university supervision coupled with peer coaching 
or cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching were
observed by their university supervisor or cooperating teacher.
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Data Collection
Data were coiiected on effective and ineffective teaching behaviors 
exhibited by each of the preservice practicum students in their field-based 
experience. These data were coiiected on each preservice practicum 
student teaching their first and final 20-minute iessons of the semester.
Students also completed a student satisfaction survey concerning the 
type of supervision they received. This was anaiyzed to ascertain student 
satisfaction with their supervision.
Treatment of Data
Data from pre-observations and post-observations were analyzed to 
answer the following questions;
1. Does the method of fieid-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
Analysis: In order to ascertain a significant difference between 
methods of supervision on the number of effective teaching behaviors 
demonstrated a 5 (method) x 2 (pre/post observation scores) multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted (Table 16). An alpha level 
of .05 was set.
2. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
Anaiysis: In order to ascertain a significant difference between 
methods of supervision on the number of ineffective teaching behaviors 
demonstrated a 5 (method) x 2 (pre/post observation scores) multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted (Table 16). An alpha level 
of .05 was set.
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Effective and Ineffective Teaching Behaviors
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Method of Supervision Pre Obsen/ation Post Observation
University Supervision X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
Cooperating Teacher 
Supervision
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
Peer Coaching X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
University Supervision/ 
Peer Coaching
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
Cooperating Teacher 
Supervision/ 
Peer Coachinq
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
X effective behaviors 
X ineffective behaviors
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Student satisfaction survey data were analyzed to answer the 
following research question:
3. Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
preservice practicum student’s evaluation of the field experience?
Analysis: In order to ascertain a significant difference between 
supervision methods on student satisfaction a 5 (method) x 15 (question) 
MANOVA was conducted (Table 17). An alpha level of .05 was set.
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Table 17
Student Satisfaction with Method of Supervision
Method of 
Supervision
Questions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
University
Supervision X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Cooperating Teacher
Supen/ision X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Peer
Coaching X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
University/ 
Peer Coaching X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Cooperating teacher/
Peer Coaching X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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Chapter 4 
Results
Three studies were conducted to investigate the use of alternative 
methods of providing instruction, advisement, and supervision to preservice 
practicum students enrolled in a Resource Room Practicum Course. In 
Study 1, a pretest, nine weekly quizzes, a posttest, a student satisfaction 
survey, and an instructor evaluation were administered to students who 
received instruction via three instructional methods (i.e., broadcast 
classroom, receiving ITV classroom and videotape lectures). E-mail 
communications between the instructor and students were tallied and coded 
in Study 2. Data from a student satisfaction survey concerning e-mail were 
also analyzed in Study 2. Field-based supervision was the focus of Study 3. 
Data on the number of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors observed 
in five supervision methods and data obtained from student satisfaction 
surveys were analyzed for Study 3.
Studv One: Distance Education
Interscorer Reliability
Students in the three instructional methods (i.e., broadcast classroom, 
receiving ITV classroom, and videotape lecture) were administered a 
pretest, nine weekly quizzes, and a posttest. In order to ensure these 
instruments were scored correctly interscorer reliability checks were 
conducted. The instructor scored all of the pretests, nine weekly quizzes, 
and the posttests. A minimum of 25% of the achievement measurements 
(i.e., pretests, nine weekly quizzes and posttests) were also scored by one of
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the facilitators. Interval agreement (i.e., [ Agreements n- (Agreements + 
Disagreements) ] x 100 = Percent of Agreement) was calculated using the 
point by point method (Tawny & Gast, 1984). Interscorer reliability scores 
ranged from 98.8% to 100%. Individual and overall reliability scores are 
presented in Table 18.
Achievement Scores
The data analyzed were the scores from the pretests (see Appendix 
F), nine weekly quizzes (see Appendix G), and posttests (see Appendix F). 
Students were randomly assigned to one of three instructional methods (i.e., 
broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, and videotape lecture).
Data from the pretests and posttests were analyzed by means of a 3 x 
2 MANOVA to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the academic 
achievement of students receiving instruction with the instructor 
present, via ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
Table 19 summarizes the MANOVA for pretests and posttests.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted on the pretests in order to
determine if there was a significant difference between the three groups
prior to receiving instruction. Table 20 summarizes the one-way ANOVA.
Results of the one-way ANOVA indicated there was no significant difference
between the pretest scores of the students in the three instructional methods
[F (2, 64) = .5468; g = .5815]. These results were expected, as students had
not been given any instruction in the areas on the test.
The MANOVA yielded no main effect between instructional methods
[F (2,64) = .68; g =  .511]. A significant main effect was found within
instructional methods [ F (1, 64) = 794.81; g = .000]. Although the MANOVA
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Table 18
Interscorer Reliability
Instructor Facilitator Percent of Agreement
Pretest 712/1500 718/1500 712 + 718 = 99.2%
Quiz 1 336/400 336/400 336 + 336 = 100%
Quiz 2 282/400 279/400 279 + 282 = 98.9%
Quiz 3 387/400 387/400 387 + 387 = 100%
Quiz 4 372/400 372/400 372 + 372 = 100%
Quiz 5 338/400 338/400 338 + 338 = 100%
Quiz 6 360/400 360/400 360 + 360 = 100%
Quiz 7 386/400 384/400 384 + 386 = 99.5%
Quiz 8 334/400 330/400 330 + 334 = 98.8%
Quiz 9 342/400 342/400 342 + 342 = 100%
Posttest 1251/1500 1251/1500 1251 + 1251 = 100%
Overall Interscorer Agreement 99.7%
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Table 19
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Pretests and Posttests
Source SS DF MS F D.
Between Subjects 92.77 2,64 46.38 .66 .511
Within Subjects 21038.30 1.64 21038.30 794.81 .000*
interaction 54.08 2. 64 27.04 1.02 .366
* Significant at the g  <.05 level.
Table 20
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Pretest Scores
Source DF SS MS F
Between
Groups
2 64.9589 32.4794 .5468 .5815
Within
Groups
64 3801.5187 59.3987
Total 66 3866.4776
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indicated there was a significant difference within methods it does not report 
the differences. Therefore, a paired sample f -test was selected to examine 
the effect of the instructional methods on the two dependent variables (i.e., 
pretest and posttest). A paired sample f-test was selected because it is able 
to compare two dependent measures within one method.
Results of the paired sample f-tests indicated that there was a 
significant difference within all three groups. The pretest mean score for the 
broadcast classroom was 36.41 and 63.59 for the posttest [f (16) = 18.93; g  
= .000]. A significant difference was also found for students in the receiving 
ITV classroom. Mean scores for the pretest and posttest were 34.12 and 
61.24 respectively [t (16) = 13.59; g =  .000]. The mean pretest score for 
students in the videotape lecture method were 36.36 and 60.97 for the 
posttest. These scores yielded a significant difference [f (32) = 19.15; g  = 
.000]. Table 21 displays the results of the paired sample f-tests.
Data from nine weekly quizzes were also analyzed. Average weekly 
quiz scores for students in the three instructional methods (i.e., broadcast 
classroom, receiving ITV classroom, and videotape lecture) are presented in 
Table 22. Each quiz was worth 20 points. Each of the nine quizzes were 
analyzed separately by means of a one-way ANOVA. Tables 23-31 
summarize the results of the one-way ANOVAs.
Results of the one-way ANOVAs indicate no significant differences in 
seven of the nine quizzes (Quizzes 1 ,3 ,4 ,  6, 7, 8, 9). Significance was 
found for Quiz 2 and Quiz 5. In order to determine where the significance 
was on the two quizzes a Scheffé test was conducted for each quiz. On Quiz 
2 there was a significant difference between students in the videotape 
lecture (M= 14.6970) and students in the receiving ITV classroom
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Table 21
Summary of Paired Sample f-tests Within Instructional Methods
Paired Differences
Method Mean SD SE of Mean t -value DF 2-tail sig
Broadcast
Classroom
27.1765 5.919 1.435 18.93 16 .000*
Receiving 
ITV Classroom
27.1176 8.230 1.996 13.59 16 .000*
Videotape
Lecture
24.6061 7.382 1.285 19.15 32 .000*
* Significant at the g  <.05 level 
Table 22
Average for Nine Weekly Quizzes by Instructional Method_________________
Instructional Quiz 1 Quiz 2 Quiz 3 Quiz 4 Quiz 5 Quiz 6 Quiz 7 Quiz 8 Quiz 9
Method__________________________________________________________________
Broadcast 15.65 13.18 15.94 18.59 17.53 19.41 19.18 18.12 17.88
Receiving ITV 16.71 11.71 17.82 18.59 15.25 18.88 18.94 16.71 16.43
Videotape 17.00 14.70 16.45 17.45 15.39 19.29 19.03 17.03 17.39
Lecture
Table 23
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 1 
Source DF SS MS F
Between Instructional 
Methods
Within Instructional 
Methods
Total
2 20.7094 10.3547 1.0993
63 593.4118 9.4192
65 614.1212
.3394
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Table 24
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance and Scheffé for 
Quiz 2
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between instructional 2 
Methods
103.5975 51.7987 4.8398 .0110*
Within Instructional 64 
Methods
684.9697 10.7027
Total 66 788.5672
* Significant at the g< .05 level.
Scheffé
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Videotape
Lecture
Mean Method
11.7059 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
13.1765 Broadcast
Classroom
14.6970 Videotape
Lecture
*
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level 
Table 25
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 3
Source DF SS MS F B
Between Instructional 
Methods
2 30.2407 15.1203 2.1730 .1223
Within Instructional 
Methods
63 438.3805 6.9584
Total 65 468.6212
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Table 26
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 4
Source DF SS MS F B
Between Instructional 2 
Methods
21.5232 10.7616 2.1630 .1233
Within Instructional 64 
Methods
318.4171 4.9753
Total 66 339.9403
Table 27 -
Summary for the Univariate Analysis of Variance and Scheffé for Quiz 5
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between Instructional 2 
Methods
60.3405 30.1702 5.9563 .0043*
Within Instructional 63 
Methods
319.1141 5.0653
Total 65 379.4545
•Significant at the g  <.05 level.
Scheffé
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Videotape
Lecture
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
15.2500 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
15.3939 Videotape 
Lecture
17.5294 Broadcast 
Classroom . .
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
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Table 28
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 6
Source DF SS MS F B
Between instructional 
Methods
2 2.6828 1.3414 .7162 .4927
Within Instructional 
Methods
61 114.2547 1.8730
Total 63 116.9375
Table 29
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 7
Source DF SS MS F B
Between Instructional 
Methods
2 4842 .2421 .1188 8881
Within Instructional 
Methods
64 130.3815 2.0372
Total 66 130.8657
Table 30
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 8
Source DF SS MS F B
Between Instructional 
Methods
2 30.6453 15.3226 1.9974 .1442
Within Instructional 
Methods
63 483.2941 7.6713
Total 65 513.9394
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Table 31
Summary Table for the Univariate Analysis of Variance for Quiz 9
Source DF SS MS F C
Between Instructional 
Methods
2 16.6779 8.3390 1.8628 1640
Within Instructional 
Methods
61 273.0721 4.4766
Total 63 289.7500
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(M= 11.7059) (Table 24). On Quiz 5 there was a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M -17.5294) and students in 
the receiving ITV classroom (M=15.2500) as well as between students in the 
broadcast classroom (M=17.5294) and students in the videotape lecture 
(M -15.3939) (Table 27).
AtteQC)anc.g
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the attendance of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
Attendance was taken at the beginning of each class session and again
after a mid-class break. Results of the one-way ANOVA indicated no
significant difference between students in the instructional methods at the
beginning of class [F (2, 64) = 2.1544; g  = .1243] or after the mid-class break
[F (2, 64) = 1.1717; g =  .3164]. Tables 32-33 summarize these results.
In order to determine if there was a difference in attendance at the
beginning of class and after the mid-class break within groups, three paired
sample f-tests were conducted. A paired sample f -test was selected
because it is able to compare two dependent measures within one method.
Table 34 is a summary of these findings. Results of the paired sample
r-tests indicate no significant difference within students in the broadcast
classroom [f (16) = 1.73; g = .104], students in the receiving ITV classroom
[t (16) = -1.00; g  = .332], or within students in the videotape lecture [t (32) =
1.44; g = .160].
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Table 32
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Attendance at the Beginning of Class
Source DF SS MS
Between Instructional 
Methods
Within Instructional 
Methods
Total___
2 2.3198 1.1599 2.1544
64 34.4563 .5384
66 36.7761____________________
.1243
Table 33
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Attendance after the Mid-class Break
Source DF SS MS
Between Instructional 
Methods
Within Instructional 
Methods
Total
64
66
1.6354 
44.6631 
46.2985
.8177 1.1717
.6979
.3164
Table 34
Summary of Attendance Paired Sample Mests Within Instructional Methods
Paired Differences
Method Mean SD SE of Mean f-value df 2-tail sig
Broadcast
Classroom
.2353 .562 .136 1.73 16 .104
Receiving 
ITV Classroom
-.5294 2.183 .529 -1.00 16 .332
Videotape
Lecture
.0606 .242 .042 1.44 32 160
Significant at the p_<.05 level
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Student Satisfaction Survey
Data from the student satisfaction surveys (see Appendix H) were 
analyzed by means of a 3 x 26 MANOVA to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the satisfaction of 
students receiving instruction with the instructor present, via ITV, or by 
means of videotape lectures?
The MANOVA yielded significant differences at the g  < .05 level on 21 of the
26 questions contained on the survey (Table 35). In order to determine
where the significance occurred 21 one-way ANOVAs were conducted.
Scheffé tests were also conducted on the 21 questions to determine the
differences between the instructional method groups. Descriptive statistics
were analyzed separately for each question. Tables 36-61 summarize the
findings of the one-way ANOVAs, Scheffé tests, and descriptive statistics.
For the descriptive statistics, the top number within the cell is the number of
students answering in that cell. The bottom number represents the
percentage of students within the instructional method who responded in the
particular cell.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 1 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional groups [F  (2, 64) = 13.0468; g  = 
.000]. A Scheffé test was used to determine where the differences were 
between the instructional methods. There was a significant difference 
between students in the videotape lecture (M=3.2424) and students in the 
receiving ITV classroom (M=4.2941 ) as well as between the videotape 
method (M==3.2424) and the broadcast classroom (M=4.7647). Students 
from the videotape lecture ranked their instructional method significantly 
lower than students from the other two instructional methods. Descriptive 
data show that 94.2% (n= 16) of the students from the broadcast classroom 
and 76.4% (n=13) of the students from the receiving ITV classroom agreed
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Table 35
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Student Satisfaction 
Survey
Question Hvpoth. SS Error SS Hvpoth MS Error MS F B
1 29.61982 72.64884 14.80991 1.13514 13.04679 .000*
2 59.18254 85.59358 29.59127 1.33740 22.12597 .000*
3 45.44949 97.23708 22.72475 1.51933 14.9570 .000*
4 44.00644 97.09804 22.00322 1.51716 14.50293 000*
5 73.53952 107.08734 36.76976 1.67324 21.97519 .000*
6 16.27302 74.41355 8.13651 1.16271 6.99787 .002*
7 16.21412 64.83066 8.10706 1.01298 8.00318 .001*
8 16.35028 67.59002 8.17514 1.05609 7.74092 .001*
9 8.98417 68.06061 4.49209 1.06345 4.22408 .019*
10 10.48128 73.51872 5.24064 1.14873 4.56212 .014*
11 8.09322 87.51872 4.14661 1.36748 2.95917 .059
12 23.06601 72.69519 11.53300 1.13586 10.15352 .000*
13 21.99415 66.27451 10.99707 1.03554 10.61966 .000*
14 18.75569 87.72193 9.37784 1.37066 6.84187 .002*
15 8.81416 95.21569 4.40708 1.48775 2.96226 .059
16 21.33818 68.93048 10.66909 1.07704 9.90595 .000*
17 23.00279 90.45989 11.50140 1.41344 8.13719 .001*
18 6.56626 84.06061 3.28313 1.31345 2.49963 .090
19 17.16934 70.83066 8.58467 1.10673 7.75679 .001*
20 13.09032 69.53654 6.54516 1.08651 6.02403 .004*
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Table 35
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Student Satisfaction 
Survey Continued
Question Hvpoth SS Error SS Hvpoth MS Error MS F B
21 12 41445 65.52585 6.2073 1.02384 6.06268 .004*
22 8.79958 86.66310 4.39979 1.35411 3.24921 .045
23 8.72509 91.06595 4.36255 1.42291 3.06594 .054
24 11.67856 78.94831 5.83928 1.23357 4.73365 .012*
25 14.13877 89.05526 7.06939 1.39149 5.08045 .009*
26 10.31021 75.45098 5.15511 1.17892 4.37273 017*
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or strongly agreed that the material for the course was presented effectively. 
One student (5.9%) in the broadcast classroom and four students (23.5%) in 
the receiving ITV classroom selected the neutral response. In the videotape 
lecture, 13 students (39.4%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question 
while nine students (27.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
question. The remaining 11 students (33.3%) selected the neutral response. 
Table 36 summarizes these findings.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 2 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 
22.1260; g = .000]. A Scheffé test was used to determine where the 
differences were between methods. A significant difference was found 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=2.4545) as well as between students in the 
broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in the receiving ITV 
classroom (M=3.6471). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method higher than students from the receiving ITV classroom 
and students from the videotape lecture method in its effectiveness in 
presenting material. A significant difference was also found between 
students in the receiving ITV classroom (M=3.6471) and students in the 
videotape lecture (M=2.4545), with students in the receiving ITV classroom 
ranking higher than students in the videotape lecture method. Descriptive 
statistics showed that 16 students (94.2%) in the broadcast classroom 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question and one student (5.9%) 
disagreed with the question. In the receiving ITV classroom method, ten 
students (58.8%) agreed or strongly agreed, three students (17.6%) selected 
the neutral response, and four (23.5%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
Seven students (21.3%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly
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Table 36
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for 
Question 1
Question: The material for this course was presented effectively.
Source DF SS MS F Bl
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 29.6198 14.8099 13.0468 .000*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 72.6488 1.1351
Total 66 102.2687
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.2424 Videotape
Lecture
4.2941 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
•
4.7647 Broadcast
Classroom
•
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Data
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
4
23.5
4
23.5
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
4 5 
12.1 15.2
11
33.3
5
15.2
8
24.2
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agreed, eight students (24.2%) selected the neutral response, and 18 
students (54.6%) disagreed or strongly disagreed (Table 37).
The one-way ANOVA on Question 3 yielded a significant difference 
[F  (2, 64) = 14.9571 ; g  = .0000]. The Scheffé test indicated there was a 
significant difference between students in the broadcast classroom 
(M=4.5882) and students in the videotape lecture (M=2.5758) and between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.5882) and students in the 
receiving ITV classroom (M=3.2353). Students from the broadcast 
classroom ranked their instructional method higher than students from the 
other two methods on its level of enjoyment. Fifteen students (88.3%) from 
the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question, one 
student (5.9%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) 
disagreed. Nine students (52.9%) in the receiving ITV classroom agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, two students (11.8) selected the neutral 
response, and six (35.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. In the video 
lecture method six students (18.2%) agreed or strongly agreed, ten students 
(30.3) selected the neutral response, and 17 students (51.5%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Table 38 summarizes the findings for Question 3.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 4 indicated there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2,64) =
14.5029; g = .000]. A Scheffé test was used to determine where the 
differences were between methods. A significant difference was found 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.6471) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=2.6667) as well as between students in the 
broadcast classroom (M=4.6471) and students in the receiving ITV 
classroom (M=3.3529). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method higher than students from the receiving ITV classroom
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Table 37
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for 
Question 2
Question: The instructional method used in this course was an effective
way to present the material.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 59.1825 29.5913 22.1260 .000*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 85.5936 1.3374
Total 66 144.7761
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
2.4545 Videotape
Lecture
3.6471 Receiving ITV 
Classroom *
4.7059 Broadcast
Classroom . .
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Data
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
1 3 
5.9 17.6
3
17.6
4
23.5
6
35.3
Videotape
Lecture
9 9 
27.3 27.3
8
24.2
5
15.2
2
6.1
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Table 38
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 3
Question: The instructional method used in this course was enjoyable.
Source DF SS MS F a
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 45.4495 22.7247 14.9571 .000*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 97.2371 1.5193
Total 66 142.6866
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
2.5758 Videotape
Lecture
3.2353 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5882 Broadcast
Classroom .
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Data
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 1 
5.9 5.9
2
11.8
13
76.5
Receiving
ITV
3
17.6
3 2 
17.6 11.8
5
29.4
4
23.5
Videotape
Lecture
7
21.2
10 10 
30.3 30.3
2
6.1
4
12.1
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and students from the videotape lecture for its effectiveness in facilitating 
knowledge. Descriptive statistics showed that 16 students (94.2%) in the 
broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and one 
student (5.9%) strongly disagreed with the question. In the receiving ITV 
classroom method, nine students (52.9%) agreed or strongly agreed, four 
students (23.5%) selected the neutral response and four students (23.5%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Nine students (27.3%) from the videotape 
lecture agreed or strongly agreed, seven students (21.2%) selected the 
neutral response, and 17 students (51.5%) disagreed or strongly disagreed 
(Table 39).
The one-way ANOVA on Question 5 yielded a significant difference 
[F (2, 64) = 21.9752; g = .0000]. The Scheffé test indicated there was a 
significant difference between students in the broadcast classroom 
(M=4.5882) and students in the videotape lecture (M=2.0303) and between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.5882) and students in the 
receiving ITV classroom (M=3.0000). Students from the broadcast 
classroom ranked their instructional method higher than the students from 
the other two instructional methods as one they would be willing to take 
again. A significant difference was also found between students in the 
receiving ITV classroom (M=3.000) and the videotape lecture (M= 2.0303). 
Students from the receiving ITV classroom would be more willing to take 
another course via their instructional method than students from the 
videotape lecture method. Fourteen students (82.4%) from the broadcast 
classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and three students 
(17.6%) selected the neutral response. Nine students (52.9%) in the 
receiving ITV classroom agreed or strongly agreed, one student (5.9%) 
selected the neutral response, and seven students (41.2%) disagreed or
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Table 39
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 4
Question: The instructional method used in this course facilitated
my learning.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 44.0064 22.0032 14.5029 .000*
Within
instructional
Methods
64 97.0980 1.5172
Total 66 141.1045
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
2.6667 Videotape
Lecture
3.3529 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.6471 Broadcast
Classroom . .
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
3 1 
17.6 5.9
4
23.5
5
29.4
4
23.5
Videotape
Lecture
6 11 
18.2 33.3
7
21.2
6
18.2
3
9.1
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Strongly disagreed. Within the videotape lecture, six students (18.2%) 
agreed or strongly agreed, five students (15.2%) selected the neutral 
response, and 22 students (66.7%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table
40 summarizes the findings for Question 5.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 6 show a significant 
difference between instructional method groups [F (2,64) = 6.9979; g  = 
.0018]. The Scheffé test indicates there was a significant difference between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.5882) and students in the 
videotape lecture (M=3.4242) as well as between students in the broadcast 
classroom (M=4.5882) and students in the receiving ITV classroom 
(M=3.5294). Students from the broadcast classroom believed their 
instructional method was more effective than the other two methods in 
increasing their knowledge in the area of historical development of resource 
rooms. Fifteen students (88.3%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. Eight students (47.0%) from 
the receiving ITV classroom agreed or strongly agreed, six students (35.3%) 
selected the neutral response, and three students (17.7%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Within the videotape lecture, 19 students (53.0%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, ten students (30.3%) selected 
the neutral response, and four students (18.2%) strongly disagreed. Table
41 summarizes these results.
The one-way ANOVA yielded a significant difference for Question 7 
[F (2, 64) = 8.0032; g = .0008]. Results of the Scheffé indicate a significant 
difference between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and 
students in the videotape lecture (M=3.5152) and between students in the 
broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in the receiving ITV
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Table 40
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 5
Question: I would be willing to take another course using the
same instructional method.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF S3 MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 73.5395 35.7698 21.9752 .000*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 107.0873 1.6732
Total 66 180.6269
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
2.0303 Videotape
Lecture
3.0000 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5882 Broadcast
Classroom .
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree Neutral 
Disagree
Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3
17.6
1
5.9
13
76.5
Receiving
ITV
6 1 1 
35.3 5.9 5.9
5
29.4
4
23.5
Videotape
Lecture
17 5 5 
51.5 15.2 15.2
5
15.2
1
3.0
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Table 41
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 6
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the historical development of resource rooms.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF 88 MS F
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 16.2730 8.1365 6.9979 .0018*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 74.4135 1.1627
Total 66 90.6866
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape 1 
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.4242 Videotape
Lecture
3.5294 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5882 Broadcast
Classroom * •
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
2
11.8
13
76.5
Receiving
ITV
1 2 
5.9 11.8
6
52.9
3
17.6
5
29.4
Videotape
Lecture
4
18.2
10
30.3
16
48.5
3
4.5
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classroom (JM=3.7647). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method higher than students from the receiving ITV classroom 
and students from the videotape lecture method for increasing their 
understanding of resource room models. Fifteen students (88.3%) from the 
broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and two 
students (11.8%) selected the neutral response. In the receiving ITV 
classroom, ten students (58.8%) agreed or strongly agreed, six students 
(35.3%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed.
In the videotape lecture 21 students (63.7%) agreed or strongly agreed, 
seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and five students 
(15.1%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 42 summarizes these 
results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 8 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 
7.7409; £  = .0010]. The Scheffé test indicates a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.7647) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=3.5758). The broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method higher than the videotape lecture method for increasing 
student knowledge of the different roles of a resource room teacher. In the 
broadcast classroom 16 students (94.1%) agreed or strongly agreed with 
the question and one student (5.9%) disagreed. In the ITV classroom, 12 
students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed, four students (23.5%) selected 
the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. Nineteen students 
(57.6%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed, ten students 
(30.3%) selected the neutral response, and four students (12.1%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. Table 43 summarizes these results.
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Table 42
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 7
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the different resource room models.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 16.2141 8.1071 8.0031 .0008*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 64.8307 1.0130
Total 66 81.0448
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5152 Videotape
Lecture
3.7647 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7059 Broadcast
Classroom •
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
1
5.9
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
6
35.3
6
35.3
4
23.5
Videotape
Lecture
4 1 
18.2 5.9
7
21.2
16
48.5
5
15.2
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Table 43
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 8
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the different roles of a resource room teacher.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 16.3503 8.1751 7.7409 .0010*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 67.5900 1.0561
Total 66 83.9403
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5758 Videotape
Lecture
4.1765 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7647 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
15
88.2
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
4
35.3
3
17.6
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
3 1 
9.1 5.9
10
30.3
12
36.4
7
21.2
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The one-way ANOVA for Question 9 indicates there was a significant 
difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 4.2241; ja = 
.0189]. Results of the Scheffé show there was a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M==4.4706) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=3.57S8). Students from the broadcast classroom 
ranked their instructional method higher than students from the videotape 
lecture method for increasing their understanding of assessment techniques 
used by resource room teachers. Fifteen broadcast classroom students 
(88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. In the receiving ITV 
classroom, 11 students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed, five students 
(29.4%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. 
Within the videotape lecture, 21 students (63.7%) agreed or strongly agreed, 
seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and five students 
(15.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 44 summarizes these 
results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 10 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2,64) =
4.5621 ; = .0141]. The Scheffé test indicates a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M= 4.5882) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=3.6364). Students from the broadcast classroom 
ranked their instructional method higher than students from the videotape 
lecture method for increasing their knowledge of the development of 
resource room environments. Sixteen students (94.1%) from the broadcast 
classroom agreed or strongly agreed and one student (5.9%) strongly 
disagreed. In the receiving ITV classroom, 12 students (70.6%) agreed or 
strongly agreed and five students (29.4%) selected the neutral response.
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Table 44
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 9
Question; The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the concepts of assessment techniques used 
by resource room teachers.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F Ê
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 8.9842 4.4921 4.2241 .0189*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 68.0606 1.0634
Total 66 77.0448
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5758 Videotape
Lecture
3.8824 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.4706 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 1 
5.9 5.9
4
23.5
11
64.7
Receiving
ITV
1 5 
5.9 29.4
6
35.3
5
29.4
Videotape
Lecture
3
9.1
2 7 
6.1 21.2
15
45.4
6
18.2
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Twenty-two students (66.7%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly 
agreed, seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and four 
students (12.1%) strongly disagreed (Table 45).
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 11 indicate no significant 
difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 2.9592; p. = 
.0590] for increasing the students knowledge in the process of peer 
coaching. Thirteen broadcast classroom students (76.5%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, two students (11.8%) selected the neutral 
response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed. In the receiving ITV 
classroom, 11 students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed, five students 
(29.4%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed.
In the videotape lecture 18 students (54.6%) agreed or strongly agreed, 
eight students (24.2%) selected the neutral response, and seven students 
(21.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed (Table 46).
The one-way ANOVA for Question 12 yielded a significant difference 
between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 10.1535; p =  .0001].
Results of the Scheffé indicate a significant difference between students in 
the broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in the videotape lecture 
(M=3.3636) and between students in the receiving ITV classroom 
(M=4.2941) and students in the videotape lecture (M=3.3636). Students 
from the videotape lecture method ranked their instructional method lower 
than students from the receiving ITV classroom and students from the 
broadcast classroom in increasing their knowledge of effective teaching 
behaviors. Sixteen broadcast classroom students (94.1%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question and one student (5.9%) selected the 
neutral response. In the receiving ITV classroom, 13 students (76.4%) 
agreed or strongly agreed and four students (23.5%) selected the neutral
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Table 45
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 10
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of resource room learning environments.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 10.4813 5.2406 4.5621 .0141*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 73.5187 1.1487
Total 66 84.0000
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape 1 
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.6364 Videotape
Lecture
4.1176 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5882 Broadcast
Classroom *
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree Neutral 
Disagree
Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
3
17.6
13
76.5
Receiving
rrv
5
29.4
5
29.4
7
41.2
Videotape
Lecture
4 7 
18.2 21.2
15
45.5
7
21.2
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Table 46
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 11
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the process of peer coaching.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 8.0932 4.0466 2.9592 .0590
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 87.5187 1.3675
Total 66 102.2687
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
2
11.8
6
35.3
7
41.2
Receiving
rrv
1
5.9
5
29.4
3
17.6
8
47.1
Videotape
Lecture
5
15.2
2
6.1
8
24.2
12
36.4
6
18.2
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response. Within the videotape lecture method, 17 students (51.5%) agreed 
or strongly agreed, nine students (27.3%) selected the neutral response, 
and seven students (21.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Results of 
these findings are displayed in Table 47.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 13 yielded a significant difference 
between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 10.6197; p =  .0001].
Results of the Scheffé indicate there was a significant difference between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.6471) and students in the 
videotape lecture (M=3.3333) and between students in the receiving ITV 
classroom (M=4.2353) and students in the videotape lecture (M=3.3333). 
Students from the videotape lecture method ranked their instructional 
method lower than the other two methods for increasing their knowledge of 
ineffective teaching behaviors. Within the broadcast classroom, 16 students 
(94.1%) agreed or strongly agreed, and one student (5.9%) selected the 
neutral response. Thirteen students (76.5%) in the receiving ITV classroom 
agreed or strongly agreed and four students (23.5%) selected the neutral 
response. Seventeen students (51.6%) in the videotape lecture agreed or 
strongly agreed, ten students (30.3%) selected the neutral response, and six 
students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 48 is a summary of 
these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 14 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional methods [F  (2, 64) = 6.8419; p  = 
.0020]. The Scheffé test shows a significant difference between students in 
the broadcast classroom (M=4.4118) and students in the videotape lecture 
(M=3.2727), as well as between students in the receiving ITV classroom 
(M=4.2353) and students in the videotape lecture (M=3.2727). Students 
from the videotape lecture method ranked their instructional method lower
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Table 47
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 12
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of effective teaching behaviors.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 23.0660 11.5330 10.1535 .0001*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 72.6952 1.1359
Total 66 95.7612
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.3636 Videotape
Lecture
4.2941 Receiving ITV 
Classroom •
4.7059 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
3
17.6
13
76.5
Receiving
rrv
4
23.5
4
23.5
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
5 2 
15.2 6.1
9
27.3
10
30.3
7
21.2
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Table 48
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 13
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of ineffective teaching behaviors.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS . . F . B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 21.9941 10.9971 10.6197 .0001*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 66.2745 1.0355
Total 66 88.2687
‘  Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape Receiving ITV Broadcast
Lecture Classroom Classroom
Mean Method
3.3333
4.2353
4.6471
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level 
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 4 12
5.9 23.5 70.6
Receiving 4 5 8
rrv 23.5 29.4 11.9
Videotape 5 1 10 12 5
Lecture 15.2 5.9 30.3 36.4 15.2
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than students from the receiving ITV classroom and students from the 
broadcast classroom for facilitating their knowledge in techniques for 
working with parents and staff members. In the broadcast classroom, 14 
students (82.3%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two students 
(11.8%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed.
In the receiving ITV classroom, 13 students (76.5%) agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question and four students (23.5%) selected the neutral 
response. Within the videotape lecture, 17 students (51.5%) agreed or 
strongly agreed, seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and 
nine students (27.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. A summary of these 
data is presented in Table 49.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 15 indicates there was no 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 
2.9623; p  = .0588] in increasing the students' understanding of the 
equipment, curriculum, and materials used in resource rooms. Twelve 
broadcast classroom students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, two students (11.8%) selected the neutral response, and three 
students (17.6%) disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 11 
students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed and six students (35.3%) 
selected the neutral response. In the videotape lecture, 17 students (51.5%) 
agreed or strongly agreed, nine students (27.3%) selected the neutral 
response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Table 50 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 16 yielded a significant 
difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 9.9059; p = 
.0002]. The Scheffé test indicates there was a significant difference between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in the
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Table 49
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 14
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of effective techniques used when working 
with staff members and parents.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 18.7557 9.3778 6.8419 .0020*
Within
instructional
Methods
64 87.7219 1.3707
Total 66 106.4776
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.2727 Videotape
Lecture
4.2353 Receiving ITV 
Classroom *
4.4118 Broadcast
Classroom *
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree Neutral 
Disagree
Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 2 
5.9 11.8
3
17.6
11
64.7
Receiving
rrv
4
23.5
5
29.4
8
47.1
Videotape
Lecture
6 3 7 
18.2 9.1 21.2
10
30.3
7
21.2
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Table 50
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 15
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the different types of equipment, curriculum, 
and materials used in resource rooms.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 8.8142 4.4071 2.9623 .0588
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 95.2157 1.4877
Total 66 104.0299
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3
17.6
2
11.8
3
17.6
9
52.9
Receiving
ITV
6
35.3
4
23.5
7
41.2
Videotape
Lecture
6
18.2
1
3.0
9
27.3
10
30.3
7
21.2
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videotape lecture (M=3.3636). Students from the broadcast classroom 
ranked their instructional method higher than students from the videotape 
lecture for increasing their knowledge of the referral process. Fifteen 
students (88.3%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed 
and two students (11.8%) selected the neutral response. In the receiving 
ITV classroom, 12 students (70.6%) agreed or strongly agreed and 
five students (29.4%) selected the neutral response. In the videotape 
lecture, 16 students (48.5%) agreed or strongly agreed, nine students 
(27.3%) selected the neutral response, and eight students (34.3%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 51 is a summary of these findings.
The one-way ANOVA conducted on Question 17 indicates there was 
a significant difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
8.1372; p  = .0007]. The Scheffé test showed a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M= 4.7647) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=3.3636). Students from the broadcast classroom 
ranked their instructional method higher than students from the videotape 
lecture method for increasing their understanding of schedule development. 
Fifteen students (88.2%) from the broadcast classroom strongly agreed with 
the question, and two students (11.8%) selected the neutral response.
Within the receiving ITV classroom, 12 students (70.5%) agreed or strongly 
agreed, three students (17.6%) selected the neutral response, and two 
students (11.8%) disagreed. Eighteen (54.5%) students in the videotape 
lecture agreed or strongly agreed, seven students (21.2%) selected the 
neutral response, and eight students (24.3%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. A summary of these findings is displayed in Table 52.
The results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 18 indicate there was 
no significant difference between the instructional method groups [F (2, 64)
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Table 51
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 16
Question; The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the referral process resource room teachers 
must follow.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F a
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 21.3382 10.6691 9.9059 .0002*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 68.9305 1.0770
Total 66 90.2687
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.3636 Videotape
Lecture
4.1176 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7059 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
1
5.9
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
5
29.4
5
29.4
7
41.2
Videotape
Lecture
3 5 
9.1 15.2
9
27.3
9
27.3
7
21.2
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Table 52
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 17
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of developing a schedule for a resource room.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 23.0028 11.5014 8.1372 .0007*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 90.4599 1.4134
Total 66 113.4627
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.3636 Videotape
Lecture
4.1176 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7647 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
15
88.2
Receiving
rrv
2
11.8
3
17.6
3
17.6
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
6 2 
18.2 6.1
7
21.2
10
30.3
8
24.2
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= 2.4996; p  = ,0901] for increasing the students' knowledge in writing 
behavioral objectives. Fifteen students (87.6%) from the broadcast 
classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question, one student (5.9%) 
disagreed, and one student (5.9%) strongly disagreed. Fourteen students 
(82.3%) in the receiving ITV classroom agreed or strongly agreed and three 
students (17.6%) selected the neutral response. In the videotape lecture, 22 
students (66.6%) agreed or strongly agreed, seven students (21.2%) 
selected the neutral response, and four students (12.1%) strongly disagreed. 
Table 53 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 19 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
7.7568; p  = .0010]. The Scheffé test indicates a significant difference 
between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.7059) and students in 
the videotape lecture (M=3.5152). Students from the broadcast classroom 
ranked their instructional method higher than students from the videotape 
lecture for increasing their knowledge in the development of lEPs. Within 
the broadcast classroom, 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed 
with the question, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response, and 
one student (5.9%) disagreed. Thirteen students (76.5%) in the receiving 
ITV classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and four students 
(23.5%) selected the neutral response. In the videotape lecture, 21 students 
(63.7%) agreed or strongly agreed, six students (18.2%) selected the neutral 
response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. A 
summary of these findings is displayed in Table 54.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 20 yielded a significant difference 
between method groups [F (2, 64) = 6.0240; p  = .0040]. Results of the 
Scheffé indicate there was a significant difference between students in the
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Table 53
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 18
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of writing behavioral objectives.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 6.5663 3.2831 2.4996 .0901
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 84.0606 1.3134
Total 66 90.6269
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
3
9.1
12
70.6
Receiving
ITV
3
17.6
5
29.4
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
4
12.1
7
21.2
11
16.4
11
33.3
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Table 54
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 19
Question; The instructional method used in this course increased my 
understanding of developing lEPs.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 17.1693 8.5847 7.7568 .0010*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 70.8307 1.1067
Total 66 88.0000
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5152 Videotape
Lecture
4.2353 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7059 Broadcast
Classroom .
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
15
88.2
Receiving
rrv
4
23.5
5
29.4
8
47.1
Videotape
Lecture
4 2 
12.1 6.1
6
35.3
15
45.5
6
35.3
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broadcast classroom (M=4.4706) and students in the videotape lecture 
(M=3.4848). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method significantly higher than students from the videotape 
lecture for increasing their knowledge in the different grading procedures 
used by resource room teachers. Thirteen students (76.5%) from the 
broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and four 
students (23.5%) selected the neutral response. Within the receiving ITV 
classroom, 14 students (82.4%) agreed or strongly agreed and three 
students (17.6%) selected the neutral response. Twenty students (60.6%) 
from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed, seven students 
(21.2%) selected the neutral response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed with the question. Table 55 is a summary of these 
findings.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 21 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
6.0627; p  = .0039]. The Scheffé test showed there was a significant 
difference between students in the broadcast classroom (M= 4.5882) and 
students in the videotape lecture (M=3.6061 ). Students from the broadcast 
classroom ranked their instructional method higher than students from the 
videotape lecture method for increasing their knowledge of homework 
procedures. Fourteen students (82.4%) from the broadcast classroom 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question and three students (17.6%) 
selected the neutral response. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 13 
students (76.4%) agreed or strongly agreed and four students (23.5%) 
selected the neutral response. In the videotape lecture, 22 students (66.7%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, seven students (21.2%)
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Table 55
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 20
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of different grading procedures.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 13.0903 6.5452 6.0240 .0040*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 69.5365 1.0865
Total 66 82.6269
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.4848 Videotape
Lecture
4.2353 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.4706 Broadcast
Classroom •
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 4
23.5
1
5.9
12
70.6
Receiving
rrv
3
17.6
7
41.2
7
41.2
Videotape
Lecture
4 2 
12.1 3.0
7
21.2
14
42.4
6
18.2
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selected the neutral response, and four students (12.1%) strongly disagreed. 
A summary of these results are displayed in Table 56.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 22 indicates there was no 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 
3.2492; p  = .0453]. Although .0453 appears to be significant, results of the 
Scheffé test indicate no two groups were significantly different at the .05 
level. Within the broadcast classroom, 15 students (88.3%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question and two students (11.8%) disagreed. In 
the receiving ITV classroom 13 students (76.4%) agreed or strongly agreed 
and four students (23.5%) selected the neutral response. Twenty-three 
students (69.7%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed with 
the question, five students (15.2%) selected the neutral response, and five 
students (15.2%) strongly disagreed (Table 57).
The results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 23 indicate no 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 
3.0659; p  = .0535] for increasing the students' understanding of the different 
disability areas. Although .0535 appears to be significant, results of the 
Scheffé indicate no two groups were significantly different at the .05 level. In 
the broadcast classroom, 13 students (76.5%) agreed or strongly agreed 
with the question, two students (11.8%) selected the neutral response, and 
two students (11.8%) disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 11 
students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, five students 
(29.4%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. 
Eighteen students (54.6%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question, nine students (27.3%) selected the neutral 
response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 
58 is a summary of the findings for Question 23.
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Table 56
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 21
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of homework procedures.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 12.4145 6.2072 6.0627 .0039*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 65.5258 1.0238
Total 66 77.9403
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape 1 
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.6061 Videotape
Lecture
4.2941 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5882 Broadcast
Classroom •
•Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3
17.6
1
5.9
13
76.5
Receiving
rrv
4
23.5
4
23.5
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
4
12.1
7
21.2
16
48.5
6
18.2
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Table 57
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 22
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of developing lesson plans to be used 
within a resource room.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E.
Between
instructional
Methods
2 8.7996 4.3998 3.2492 .0453
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 86.6631 1.3541
Total 66 95.4627
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
2
11.8
13
39.4
Receiving
ITV
4
23.5
3
17.6
10
58.8
Videotape
Lecture
5
15.2
5
15.2
12
36.4
11
33.3
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Table 58
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 23
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the different disability areas.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 8.7251 4.3625 3.0659 .0535
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 91.0660 1.4229
Total 66 99.7910
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
2
11.8
1
5.9
12
70.6
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
5
29.4
3
17.6
8
47.1
Videotape
Lecture
4
12.1
2
6.1
9
27.3
9
27.3
9
27.3
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Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 24 indicate there was a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
4.7337; Q. = .0121]. The Scheffé test showed there was a significant 
difference between students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.4706) and 
students in the videotape lecture (M=3.5152). Students from the broadcast 
classroom ranked their instructional method higher than students from the 
videotape lecture for increasing their knowledge of related services.
Fourteen students (82.4%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question, two students (11.8%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. Within the receiving ITV 
classroom, 12 students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
four students (23.5%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5,9%) 
disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 18 students (54.5%) agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question, nine students (27.3%) selected the neutral 
response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
question. Table 59 is a summary of these results.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 25 yielded a significant difference 
between instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 5.0804; û  = .0090].
Results of the Scheffé test indicate there was a significant difference 
between the broadcast method (M=4.4706) and the videotape lecture 
(M=3.3939). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method higher than students in the videotape lecture for 
increasing their understanding of paraprofessionals. In the broadcast 
classroom, 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question 
and two students (11.8%) disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 12 
students (70.6%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, four students 
(23.5%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) strongly
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Table 59
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 24
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of the different related services.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F C
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 11.6786 5.8393 4.7337 .0121*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 78.9483 1.2336
Total 66 90.6269
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape 1 
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5152 Videotape
Lecture
4.1765 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.4706 Broadcast
Classroom
*
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
2
11.8
12
70.6
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
4
23.5
3
17.6
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
3 3 
9.1 9.1
9
27.3
10
30.3
8
24.2
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disagreed. Seventeen students (51.5%) from the videotape lecture agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question, nine students (27.3%) selected the 
neutral response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the question. Table 60 is a summary of these findings.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 26 yielded a significant difference 
between groups [F  (2, 64) = 4.3727; .0166]. Results of the Scheffé test
indicate there was a significant difference between students in the broadcast 
classroom (M=4.5294) and students in the videotape lecture (M= 3.6667). 
Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their instructional method 
higher than students from the videotape lecture for increasing their 
knowledge of budget preparation. Fourteen students (82.4%) from the 
broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two 
students (11.8%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) 
disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 14 students (82.3%) agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question, two students (11.8%) selected the 
neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. In the videotape 
lecture, 21 students (63.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and five students 
(15.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. A summary of these findings is 
reported in Table 61.
Instructor Evaluations
Data from the instructor evaluations (see Appendix I) were analyzed 
by means of a 3 x 7 MANOVA to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the evaluations of 
the instructor completed by students receiving instruction with the 
instructor present, via ITV, or by means of videotape lectures?
Results of the MANOVA indicated there was a significant difference at the c
< .05 level between the instructional method groups on Questions 5, 6, and
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Table 60
Summary of Analysis of Variance. Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 25
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of using paraprofessionals.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 14.1388 7.0694 5.0804 .0090*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 89.0553 1.3915
Total 66 103.1940
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.3939 Videotape
Lecture
4.0588 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.4706 Broadcast
Classroom
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2
11.8
3
17.6
12
70.6
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
4
23.5
4
23.5
8
47.1
Videotape
Lecture
4 3 
12.1 9.1
9
27.3
10
30.3
7
21.2
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Table 61
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 26
Question: The instructional method used in this course increased my
understanding of preparing a budget.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF 88 MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 10.3102 5.1551 4.3727 .0166*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 75.4510 1.1789
Total 66 85.7612
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.6667 Videotape
Lecture
4.3529 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.5294 Broadcast
Classroom «
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
8trongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
1
5.9
13
76.5
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
2
11.8
4
23.5
10
58.8
Videotape
Lecture
3 2 
9.1 6.1
7
21.2
12
36.4
9
27.3
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7. Table 62 Is a summary of the MANOVA findings. The MANOVA showed 
there was a significant difference, but does not indicate where the difference 
occurred. In order to determine this, one-way ANOVAs were conducted on 
the three questions with significant differences. A Scheffé test was then 
used to determine the significance between instructional methods.
Descriptive statistics are also reported. No significant difference was found 
on instructor evaluations for Questions 1 ,2 ,3 ,  and 4. Descriptive statistics 
are reported for these questions. Tables 63-69 are summaries of the one­
way ANOVAs, Scheffé tests, and descriptive statistics.
In the broadcast classroom, 16 students (94.2%) agreed or strongly 
agreed that the instructor presented the goals and purposes of the course 
clearly and one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response. Within the 
receiving ITV classroom, 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed with 
the question, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response, and one 
student (5.9%) disagreed. Twenty-nine students (87.9%) from the videotape 
lecture agreed or strongly agreed with the question, one student (3.0%) 
selected the neutral response, and two students (6.1%) disagreed. Table 63 
is a summary of the findings.
Results of the descriptive data for Question 2 indicate that 16 students 
(94.1%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question and one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response. Within the 
receiving ITV classroom, 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed with 
the question and two students (11.8%) disagreed. Thirty students from the 
videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed with Question 2, while two 
students (6.0%) selected the neutral response. Results of these data are 
summarized in Table 64.
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Table 62
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Instructor Evaluation
Question Hypoth. SS Error SS Hypoth MS Error MS F .  .  B
1 1.37288 38.84250 .68644 62649 1.09569 .341
2 .73706 33.32448 .36853 .53749 .68565 .508
3 .32842 41.82543 .16421 .67460 .24342 .785
4 .96476 55.09677 .48238 .88866 .54282 .584
5 16.07831 74.96015 8.48915 1.20903 7.02143 .002*
6 15.95014 80.29602 7.97507 1.29510 6.15789 .004*
7 36.26618 65.48767 18.13309 1.05625 17.16738 .000*
* Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 63
Descriptive Statistics for Question 1 
Question; The professor presented the goals and purposes of this 
course clearly.
instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 2 14
5.9 11.8 82.4
Receiving 1 1 4 11
ITV 5.9 5.9 23.5 64.7
Videotape 2 1 10 19
Lecture 6.1 3.0 30.3 57.6
Table 64
Descriptive Statistics for Question 2
Question: The professor presented content that met the goals and
purposes.
instructional Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 1 3 13
5.9 17.6 76.5
Receiving 2 4 11
nv 11.8 23.5 64.7
Videotape 2 10 20
Lecture 6.1 30.3 60.6
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Descriptive statistics for Question 3 indicate that 14 students (82.4%) 
from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question 
and three students (17.6%) selected the neutral response. In the receiving 
ITV classroom 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response, and one student 
(5.9%) disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 28 students (84.8%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, three students (9.1%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (3.0%) disagreed. Table 65 is a summary of 
these results.
In the broadcast classroom 15 students (88.3%) agreed or strongly 
agreed with Question 4 and two students (11.8%) selected the neutral 
response. In the receiving classroom, 14 students (82.4%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral 
response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. In the 
videotape lecture, 29 students (87.9%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, two students (6.1%) selected the neutral response, and one 
student (3.0%) strongly disagreed (Table 66).
Significant difference was found on the evaluation of the instructor for 
Questions 5, 6, and 7. The one-way ANOVA for Question 5 yielded a 
significant difference between instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
7.0475; £  = .0017]. Results of the Scheffé test indicate there was a 
significant difference between students in the broadcast method (M=4.8235) 
and students in the videotape lecture (M=3.5938). Students in the broadcast 
classroom ranked the instructor higher than students in the videotape 
lecture for the instructor's effectiveness in presenting course content. In the 
broadcast classroom, 16 students (94.1%) agreed or strongly agreed with
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Table 65
Descriptive Statistics for Question 3
Question: The professor used procedures to evaluate student 
achievement (e.g., performance assessments, examinations, 
homework, other assignments) which were appropriate to 
assess knowledge of the course content.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3 2 12
17.6 11.8 70.6
Receiving 1 1 3 12
ITV 5.9 5.9 17.6 70.6
Videotape 1 3 10 18
Lecture 3.0 9.1 30.3 54.5
Table 66
Descriptive Statistics for Question 4
Question: The professor facilitated the acquisition of knowledge.
skills, and/or professional values.
Instructional strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 2 2 13
11.8 11.8 76.5
Receiving 1 1 1 1 13
rrv 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 76.5
Videotape 1 2 12 17
Lecture 5.9 6.1 36.4 51.5
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the question and one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response. Within 
the receiving ITV classroom, 11 students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed 
with the question, four students (23.5%) selected the neutral response, and 
two students (11.8%) disagreed. Nineteen students (57.6%) from the 
videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed with the question, seven 
students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and six students (18.2%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 67 is a summary of these findings.
The one-way ANOVA for Question 6 yielded a significant difference 
between method groups (F  (2, 64) = 6.1579; p = .0036]. Results of the 
Scheffé test indicate there was a significant difference between students in 
the broadcast classroom (M=4.7647) and students in the videotape lecture 
(M= 3.6129). Students from the broadcast classroom ranked the instructor 
higher than students from the videotape lecture for the instructor's 
effectiveness in relating to students. Sixteen students (94.2%) from the 
broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question and one 
student (5.9%) selected the neutral response. Within the receiving ITV 
classroom, 15 students (88.2%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question 
and two students (11.8%) disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 19 students 
(57.5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, five students (15.2%) 
selected the neutral response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. A summary of these findings is reported in Table 68.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 7 indicate a significant 
difference between instructional method groups [F (2, 65) = 15.6214; p  = 
.0000]. The Scheffé test indicates there was a significant difference between 
students in the broadcast classroom (M= 4.7647) and students in the 
videotape lecture (M= 3.2188) and between students in the receiving ITV
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Table 67
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 5
Question: The professor was effective in presenting the course content.
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
instructional
Methods
2 16.8089 8.4044 7.0475 .0017*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 75.1305 1.1925
Total 66 91.9394
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.5938
Videotape
Lecture
4.0588
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.8235
Broadcast
Classroom »
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
15
88.2
Receiving
ITV
2
11.8
4
23.5
2
11.8
9
52.9
Videotape
Lecture
3 3 
9.1 9.1
7
21.2
10
30.3
9
27.3
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Table 68
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 6
Question: The professor was effective in relating to students in this class.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 15.9501 7.9751 6.1579 .0036*
Within
Instructional
Methods
62 80.2960 1.2951
Total 64 96.2462
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.6129
Videotape
Lecture
4.3529
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
4.7647
Broadcast
Classroom .
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
2
11.8
5
29.4
10
58.8
Videotape
Lecture
4 3 
12.1 9.1
5
15.2
8
24.2
11
33.3
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Classroom (M= 4.5294) and students in the videotape lecture (M=4.5294). 
Students from the videotape lecture ranked the instructor lower than 
students from the broadcast classroom and students from the receiving ITV 
classroom for the degree to which the instructor took an active role in course 
instruction. Sixteen students (94.2%) from the broadcast classroom agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question and one student (5.9%) selected the 
neutral response. In the receiving ITV classroom, 16 students (94.1%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question and one student (5.9%) 
selected the neutral response. Fifteen students (45.5%) from the videotape 
lecture agreed or strongly agreed with the question, nine students (27.3%) 
selected the neutral response, and eight students (24.3%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. A summary of these results is in Table 69.
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Table 69
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 7
Question: The professor regularly took an active role in course
instruction.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 34.1008 17.0504 15.6214 .0000*
Within
Instructional
Methods
63 68.7629 1.0915
Total 65 102.8636
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Broadcast
Classroom
Mean Method
3.2188 Videotape
Lecture
4.5294 Receiving ITV 
Classroom •
4.7647 Broadcast
Classroom .
'Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree
Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
2
11.8
14
82.4
Receiving
ITV
1
5.9
6
35.3
10
58.8
Videotape
Lecture
6 2 
18.2 6.1
9
27.3
9
27.3
6
18.2
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Study Two: Electronic Mail 
Data on the number of times students used e-mail to communicate 
with the instructor were analyzed by means of a one-way ANOVA to answer 
the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the number of times 
a student uses e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
Results of the one-way ANOVA indicated a significant difference between
instructional method groups [F (2, 64) = 3.6819; p =  .0307]. Table 70 is a
summary of the one-way ANOVA results. Although the one-way ANOVA
showed a significant difference, it does not indicate where the difference
occurred. Therefore, a Scheffé test was conducted. The Scheffé test
yielded a significant difference between students in the receiving ITV
classroom (M=9.000) and students in the broadcast classroom (M=4.9412).
Students in the receiving ITV classroom corresponded with the instructor
significantly more than students from the broadcast classroom. A summary
of the Scheffé test results are displayed in Table 71.
Both a quantitative and a qualitative study were conducted on the
type of e-mail communications to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on the type of e-mail 
communication the students have with the instructor?
A total of 483 e-mail messages from the students were coded into seven
categories: (a) e-mail addresses, (b) concerns/questions with practicum
placement, (c) concerns/questions with the course, (d) grading issues, (e)
responses to extra credit questions, (f) responses to instructor questions sent
via e-mail, and (g) friendly messages. Table 72 indicates the frequencies of
communications within each instructional method by communications
category. Seven t -tests were conducted on the seven categories to
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Table 70
Summary of Analysis of Variance for the Number of Times Students Used 
E-mail
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 143.9516 71.9758 3.6819 .0307*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 1251.1230 19.5488
Total 66 1395.0746
Table 71
Summary of Scheffé Results
Broadcast
Classroom
Videotape
Lecture
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Mean Method
4.9412 Broadcast
Classroom
7.4545 Videotape
Lecture
9.0000 Receiving ITV 
Classroom .
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Table 72
Number of E-mail Responses by Categories
Category Broadcast
Classroom
n=17
Receiving ITV 
Classroom 
n=17
Videotape
Lecture
n=33
Total
n=67
E-mail Address 18 28 31 77
Concerns/questions 
with practicum 
placement
27 42 80 149
Concerns/questions 
with course
0 14 36 50
Grading 12 25 34 71
Extra Credit 11 13 25 49
Responses to 
Instructor 
Communications
14 28 37 79
Friendly Messages 2 3 3 8
Total 84 153 246 483
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determine if there was a significant difference between the instructional 
methods. Table 73 is a summary of the t -tests.
No significant differences were found on five of the categories (i.e., 
questions/concerns with practicum placement, questions/concerns with 
course, grading, extra credit, and responding to instructors 
correspondences). Significant differences were found on two of the 
categories. A significant difference was found between groups for the 
category e-mail addresses [f (2) = 6.53; p = .023]. A significant difference 
was also found between groups in the friendly message category [f (2) = 
8.00; p  = .015]. Tables 74-79 are samples of the communications for each 
category.
E-mail Addresses
Students sent e-mail messages to inform the instructor that they had 
activated their e-mail accounts and to give the instructor their address. 
Students also sent messages during the semester when they changed their 
addresses. Most of the students had no difficulty in activating their accounts. 
Students from the broadcast classroom sent 18 messages, students from the 
receiving ITV classroom sent 28 messages, and 33 messages were sent 
from students in the videotape lecture method. Samples of the 
communications are reported in Table 74.
Concerns/Questions with Practicum
Students communicated their concerns and/or questions about their 
practicum placement with the instructor more frequently than any of the other 
categories. Twenty-seven messages were sent by students from the 
broadcast classroom, 42 messages were sent by students in the receiving 
ITV classroom, and 80 messages were sent by students in the videotape 
lecture (Table 75)
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Table 73
Summary of f-tests
Paired Differences
Method
Mean
Difference Lower Upper f-value DF 2-tail siq
E-mail Addresses
25.67 8.757 42.576 6.53 2 .023*
Concerns/ 
Questions with 
Practicum
49.67 -18.198 117.531 3.15 2 .088
Concerns/ 
Questions with 
Course
16.67 -28.414 61.748 1.59 2 .253
Grading 23.67 -3.809 51.142 3.71 2 .066
Extra Credit 16.33 -2.476 35.143 3.74 2 .065
Responses to 
instructor 
Communications
26.33 -2.458 55.125 3.94 2 .059
Friendly
Messages
2.67 1.232 4.101 8.00 2 .015*
Significant at the p_<.05 level
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
181
Table 74 - Sample of E-mail Address Communications
Broadcast Classroom_________________________________________________________
Hi! I’m on e-mail.
I have activated the e-mail account.
I have opened my e-mail account.
Here it is my address. This was harder than I thought, ha ha__________________________
Receiving ITV Classroom
I have a new e-mail address, it is ....
Here is my e-mail, thanks for the 75 points.
Just a quick note to let you know I have an active e-mail account. 
Opened my e-mail correctly???___________________________
Videotape Lecture
I just wanted you to know that I set up my e-mail account. 
I’m activated.
Here is my prodigy e-mail address.
I have set up a new e-mail at the university.___________
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Table 75
Concerns/Questions with Practicum 
Broadcast Classroom
Tomorrow Wednesday, October 2,1996, my practicum is canceled due to an all day 
inservice
My practicum teacher is JB room 103. I will be there Tuesdays and Fridays from 8:30-10:30. 
My new days will be on Tuesdays and Wednesdays from 10:00 -12:20
Thanks for my early placement as I troubled with the possibility of having to go with other 
options.____________________________________________________________________
Receiving ITV Classroom______________________________________________________
I wanted to let you know that I missed my practicum today.
The time that you assigned me for my obsen/ation is not a good time.
I attended my first practicum yesterday and everything went terrific.
HELP!!! My practicum teacher is quitting.
Are we getting forms for out mid-term evaluations?
I had a great time in my practicum this rooming. An SLO classroom is definitely an 
experience. _______________________________________________________________
Videotape Lecture
I was out sick with the stomach flu, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday.
My hours need to change to Monday and Wednesday, from 9:00-11:00.
I am able to teach a lesson on my scheduled time Thursday from 8:10-8:30.
There are tentative plans for an lEP on Tuesday. Obsenration plans might not be good.
I will spend the whole day, October 29th, to make up for October 21st and November 11th. 
I'm very happy in my placement!
My practicum is going great!___________________________________________________
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Concerns/Quesfions with Course
Students communicated their concerns and/or questions about the 
course with the instructor. Communications primarily dealt with questions 
students had about assignments. However, students from the videotape 
lecture also voiced their frustrations with not having an instructor present for 
their course. There were no communications within this category from the 
students in the broadcast classroom. Students in the receiving ITV 
classroom corresponded with the instructor 14 times throughout the 
semester, while students from the videotape lecture corresponded 36 times. 
Table 76 is a sample of communications from the receiving ITV classroom 
and videotape lecture students, 
grading
Students e-mailed the instructor to inquire about grades on weekly 
quizzes and to report the number of points they wanted to give their group 
members on assignments. A total of 12 communications were sent by 
students from the broadcast classroom, 25 messages were sent by the 
receiving ITV students, and 34 were sent from students in the videotape 
lecture. Table 77 is a sample of student communications concerning 
grades.
Extra Credit
Students were given an extra credit question to answer via e-mail. 
These communications, on average, were about a page in length. Eleven 
students in the broadcast classroom responded to the extra credit question,
13 students from the receiving ITV classroom answered the question, and 25 
students from the videotape lecture answered the question.
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Table 76
Concerns/Questions with Course 
Recetvinq ITV Classroom
I misplaced my sheet of paper that said where class is tonight. What room is the beamed up 
class in? Thank You
I am experiencing some problems with some areas in the group project and could use some 
advice.
On our lesson plans, do you want us to break up our estimated time or can we have a total 
time for the whole lesson?
Just wanted to let you know, I am getting married on Thursday, November 21 st. I will not be 
in class that night but will get the notes as soon as I get back from Hawaii the following week.
Can I take the final early? I have to work that day.
Videotape Lecture
We want to know if on the objectives we can redo as we did on the lesson plans to improve 
the grade.
Due to a meeting with my teacher about attending of school board meetings, I was late for 
class and missed the quiz. I need to know if I can make up this quiz.
I would like to talk to you about my group partners. I was wondering if I could meet with you 
around 2:20 today.
Are lEP objectives written the same as academic objectives?
We are the unfortunate class who got to watch the videotaped lesson 
I miss having a teacher on Monday nights________________________________________
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Table 77 
Grading
Broadcast Classroom
I would like to give 20 points to MS.
We all contributed to the teaming environment assignment.
RP 20 points 
JP 20 points
I would really appreciate it if you could e-mail me my total points including the take home final 
and notebook.
Receiving ITV Classroom
I give each member in the group 20 points
te 1117 points my total with my notebook and take-home final?
Thanks for giving me my quiz scores.
If you get a chance could you write me back with out grade for the budget. I was just 
wondering if 25 out of 50 was maybe without group points????________________________
Videotape Lecture
All of the people in my group received the maximum amount of points possible on the 
teaming environment.
Did I get all 5 points?
Are you going to be able to send our final grade with the final and notebook points 
included?
I hate to give my group member a 0 for the project, but she desenres it.
Thanks for sending me my final grade. I guess all the stressing was worth it.
Thanks for the quiz score.
I too along with many others am concerned about number 1 and number 3 on the previous 
quiz._____________________________________________________________________
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Responses to Instructor Communications
Several students responded to questions and/or comments the 
Instructor initiated. Although many of the communications from the instructor 
did not need a response, students sent messages to the instructor verifying 
they got the message. Students from the broadcast classroom sent 14 
messages, students from the receiving ITV classroom sent 28 messages, 
and students from the videotape lecture method sent 37 messages. Table 
78 is a sample of these communications.
Friendly Messages
Friendly messages were defined as messages that were not course 
related and were more personnel in nature. Students did not use their 
e-mail accounts for personal reasons very often. A total of eight friendly 
messages were sent to the instructor during the semester. Two messages 
were received from students in the broadcast classroom and three 
messages were received from students in both the receiving ITV classroom 
and videotape lecture. Table 79 displays samples of these messages. 
Student Satisfaction
Data from the e-mail sun/ey (see Appendix J) were analyzed by 
means of a 3 x 14 MANOVA to answer the following question:
Does the method of instruction have an effect on student satisfaction 
of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor?
Results of the MANOVA are displayed in Table 80. A significant difference
was found on one question. Results of the one-way ANOVA, Scheffé test,
and descriptive statistics for Question 1 are displayed in Table 81.
Descriptive statistics for Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12, and 13 are
displayed in Tables 82 to 93.
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Table 78
Responses to Instructor Initiated Communications
Broadcast Classroom 
I have my message about the observation.
Thanks, I will be able to sleep now.
I have received my time. I will see you there Tuesday 9:50 a m.
I will bring my peer evaluations and logs to class Wednesday rrwming.___________________
Receiving ITV Classroom______________________________________________________
Thanks, I can now rest.
Received your mail. No problem
Thank you for the placement. See you in class!
Thank you I got it!!! Now I just need to find where it is located.
OK no problem I will make up the class when it is good for the teacher.__________________
Videotape Lecture
Thanks for your prompt response.
Received your message Thursday afternoon at 1:00 p.m. Thank-you.
I will get that observation form to you right away.
Thanks for the information on our test.
I received your message about the last quiz, budget and schedule. Thanks for your 
messages.
I got your message on my observation time. 
received your message and will be prepared for Monday.
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Table 79
Friendly Messages 
Broadcast Classroom
Thank you for the advise today. I really appreciate your input and time. Thanks again.
Here's wishing you a supercalifragilelisticexpealadosis week. Mary Poppins was an OK by 
me.
Receiving ITV Classroom
I'm home, was released on Monday evening. Thank you for your concern and your phone 
call.
Videotape Lecture
I hope you're having a great day. Have a good weekend.
Thank you for the quote in my notebook. Hope you have good holidays!
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Table 80
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Student Satisfaction of 
E-mail Survey.
Question HvDOth. SS Error SS Hvpoth MS Error MS F Ü
1 11.67249 106.17825 1.65904 3.51786 3.51786 .036'
2 5.16535 112.74510 2.58267 1.76164 1.46606 .238
3 2.83763 59.87879 1.41882 .93561 1.51647 .227
4 3.56552 99.30125 1.78221 1.55158 1.14864 .324
5 5.49514 110.29590 2.74757 1.72337 1.59430 .211
6 5.13374 84.62745 2.56687 1.32230 1.94121 .152
7 9.41469 145.45098 4.70735 2.27267 2.07128 .134
8 6.04172 160.73440 3.02086 2.51148 1.20282 .307
9 2.39764 127.00535 1.19882 1.98446 .60410 .550
10 10.49634 105.92157 5.24817 1.65502 3.17105 .049
11 3.25155 99.79323 1.62577 1.55927 1.04265 .358
12 2.35124 103.29055 1.17562 1.61391 .72843 .487
13 3.00636 90.45633 1.50318 1.41338 1.06354 .351
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Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 1 indicated there was a 
significant difference between the instructional method groups [F  (2, 64) = 
3.5179; a  = .0355]. The Scheffé test shows there was a significant difference 
between students in the receiving ITV classroom (M= 4.4118) and students 
in the videotape lecture (M=3.4242). Students from the receiving ITV 
classroom ranked higher the use of e-mail as an effective method to 
communicate with the instructor than did the students from the videotape 
lecture. Eleven students (64.7%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, four students (23.5%) selected the neutral 
response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the question. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 14 students (82.3%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two students (11.8%) selected 
the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. In the videotape 
lecture, 18 students (54.5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, six 
students (18.2%) selected the neutral response, and nine students (27.3%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question. A summary of these 
results are displayed in Table 81.
Descriptive statistics for Question 2 indicate that 12 students (70.6%) 
from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed that they enjoyed 
using their e-mail account. Two students (11.8%) selected the neutral 
response and three students (17.7%) disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Eleven ITV students (64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
three students (17.6%) selected the neutral response, and three students 
(17.7%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the videotape lecture, 15 
students (45.5%) agreed or strongly agreed, nine students (27.3%) selected 
the neutral response, and nine students (27.3%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed (Table 82).
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Table 81
Summary of Analysis of Variance, Scheffé, and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 1
Question: The use of e-mail was an effective way for me to communicate
with the instructor.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B.
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 11.6725 5.8362 3.5179 .0355*
Within
Instructional
Methods
64 106.1783 1.6590
Total 66 117.8507
* Significant at the .05 level
Scheffé
Videotape
Lecture
Broadcast
Classroom
Receiving ITV 
Classroom
Mean Method
3.4242 Videotape
Lecture
4.0000 Broadcast
Classroom
4.4118 Receiving ITV 
Classroom
‘ Significance between instructional methods at the .05 level
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1
5.9
1
5.9
4
23.5
2
11.8
9
52.9
Receiving
rrv
1
5.9
2
11.8
3
17.6
11
64.7
Videotape
Lecture
5
15.2
4
12.1
6
18.2
8
24.2
10
30.3
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Table 82
Descriptive Statistics for Question 2
Question: I enjoyed using my e-mail account.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 2 2 4 8
5.9 11.8 11.8 23.5 47.1
Receiving 1 2 3 4 7
ITV 5.9 11.8 17.6 23.5 41.2
Videotape 4 5 9 6 9
Lecture 12.1 15.2 27.3 18.2 27.3
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Question 3 asked students to rank the degree to which the instructor 
was prompt in responding to their e-mail correspondence. Sixteen students 
(94.1%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed that the 
instructor was prompt and one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response. 
Within the receiving ITV classroom, 13 students (76.5%) agreed or strongly 
agreed, while three students (17.6%) selected the neutral response, and 
one student (5.9%) strongly disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 27 students 
(81.9%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, four students (12.1%) 
selected the neutral response, and two students (6.0%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. A summary of these results are displayed in Table 83.
Descriptive statistics for Question 4 indicate that 12 broadcast 
classroom students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed that they would keep 
their e-mail account activated after the semester, three students (17.6%) 
selected the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. In the receiving ITV classroom, 13 students (76.5%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three students (17.6%) selected 
the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. Within the 
videotape lecture, 23 students (69.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, five students (15.2%) selected the neutral response, and five 
students (15.1%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 84 displays these 
results.
Question 5 asked students to rank the degree to which e-mail 
increased their communication with the instructor. Eleven students (64.7%) 
from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed, five students 
(29.4%) selected the neutral response, while one student (5.9%) disagreed. 
Thirteen students (76.4%) from the receiving ITV classroom agreed or
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Table 83
Descriptive Statistics for Question 3
Question: The instructor was prompt in responding to my e-mail 
correspondence.
instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 1 15
5.9 5.9 88.2
Receiving 1 3 2 11
ITV 5.9 17.6 11.8 64.7
Videotape 1 1 4 5 22
Lecture 3.0 3.0 12.1 15.2 66.7
Table 84
Descriptive Statistics for Question 4
Question: 1 will keep my e-mail account active after the semester
is completed.
Instructional strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 1 1 3 3 9
5.9 5.9 17.6 17.6 52.9
Receiving 1 3 1 12
ITV 5.9 17.6 5.9 70.6
Videotape 4 1 5 9 14
Lecture 12.1 3.0 15.2 27.3 42.4
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Strongly agreed with the question, two students (11.8%) selected the neutral 
response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
Twenty-one students (63.6%) from the videotape lecture agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question, five students (15.2%) selected the neutral 
response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
Table 85 is a summary of these results.
Descriptive statistics for Question 6 indicate that 14 students (82.3%) 
agreed or strongly agreed that they felt competent in using e-mail, two 
students (11.8%) selected the neutral response, and one student (5.9%) 
strongly disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 12 students (70.6%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three students (17.6%) selected 
the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. Twenty-one students (63.6%) from the videotape lecture agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question, five students (15.2%) selected the 
neutral response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. These results are displayed in Table 86.
Nine students (52.9%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or 
strongly agreed with Question 7, two students (17.6%) selected the neutral 
response, and six students (35.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within 
the receiving ITV classroom, ten students (58.8%) agreed or strongly 
agreed, while three students (17.6%) selected the neutral response, and 
four students (23.5%) strongly disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 11 
students (33.4%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, six students 
(18.2%) selected the neutral response, and 16 students (48.5%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. A summary of these results is displayed in Table 87.
When asked if students communicated with people outside of UNLV 
(Question 8), ten broadcast classroom students (58.9%) agreed or strongly
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Table 85
Descriptive Statistics for Question 5
Question: E-mail increased my communication with the instructor.
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 5 2 9
5.9 29.4 11.8 52.9
Receiving 1 1 2 3 10
rrv 5.9 5.9 11.8 17.6 58.8
Videotape 6 1 5 10 11
Lecture 18.2 3.0 15.2 30.3 33.3
Table 86
Descriptive Statistics for Question 6
Question: 1 felt competent in using e-mail to communicate.
Instructional Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 1 2 4 10
5.9 11.8 23.5 58.8
Receiving 1 1 3 2 10
ITV 5.9 5.9 17.6 11.8 58.8
Videotape 6 9 8 10
Lecture 18.2 27.3 24.2 30.3
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Table 87
Descriptive Statistics for Question 7
Question: I communicated with other students in the course via e-mail 
this semester.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3 3 2 3 6
17.6 11.8 17.6 23.5 29.4
Receiving 3 1 3 5 5
rrv 17.6 5.9 17.6 29.4 29.4
Videotape 11 5 6 6 5
Lecture 33.3 15.2 18.2 18.2 15.2
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agreed, four students (23.5%) selected the neutral response, and three 
students (17.6%) strongly disagreed. In the receiving ITV classroom, ten 
students (58.8%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three students 
(17.6%) selected the neutral response, and four students (23.5%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. Within the videotape lecture, 14 students (32.4%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, six students (18.2%) selected 
the neutral response, and thirteen students (39.4%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. Table 88 displays these results.
Question 9 asked students to rank the use of e-mail as a more 
efficient way to correspond with the instructor than the telephone. Ten 
students (58.8%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed, 
four students (23.5%) selected the neutral response, while three students 
(17.7%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Eleven students (64.7%) from the 
receiving ITV classroom agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three 
students (17.6%) selected the neutral response, and three students (17.7%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Sixteen students (48.5%) from the 
videotape lecture agreed or strongly agreed, 11 students (33.3%) selected 
the neutral response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. Table 89 is a summary of these results.
Descriptive statistics for Question 10 indicate that ten students in the 
broadcast classroom (58.9%) agreed or strongly agreed that e-mail was 
more efficient than scheduling an appointment with the instructor, four 
students (23.5%) selected the neutral response, and three students (17.7%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 13 
students (76.5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two students 
(11.8%) selected the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. In the videotape lecture, 12 students (36.4%) agreed
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Table 88
Descriptive Statistics for Question 8
Question: I communicated with people outside of UNLV via e-mail 
this semester.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 3 4 2 8
17.6 23.5 11.8 47.1
Receiving 3 1 3 4 6
rrv 17.6 5.9 17.6 23.5 35.3
Videotape 10 3 6 4 10
Lecture 30.3 9.1 18.2 12.1 30.3
Table 89
Descriptive Statistics for Question 9
Question: E-mail was more efficient than the telephone in communicating
with my instructor.
Instructional Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 2 1 4 2 8
11.8 5.9 23.5 11.8 47.1
Receiving 2 1 3 2 9
rrv 11.8 5.9 17.6 11.8 52.9
Videotape 5 1 11 6 10
Lecture 15.2 3.0 33.3 18.2 30.3
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or strongly agreed with the question, 15 students (45.5%) selected the 
neutral response, and six students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
These results are displayed in Table 90.
Question 11 asked students to rank the use of e-mail as an efficient 
method of resolving questions concerning the course. Ten students (58.8%) 
from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly agreed, five students 
(29.4%) selected the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 12 students 
(70.6%) agreed or strongly agreed, while four students (23.5%) selected the 
neutral response, and one student (5.9%) disagreed. In the videotape 
lecture, 21 students (63.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
five students (15.2%) selected the neutral response, and seven students 
(21.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. A summary of these results are 
displayed in Table 91.
Descriptive statistics for Question 12 indicate that nine broadcast 
classroom students (53.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that e-mail was an 
effective method for resolving problems they had concerning the course, six 
students (35.3%) seiected the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. In the receiving ITV classroom, 11 students 
(64.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, four students (23.5%) 
selected the neutral response, and two students (11.8%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Within the videotape lecture, 19 students (57.5%) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, seven students (21.2%) 
selected the neutral response, and seven students (21.2%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Table 92 displays these results.
Question 13 asked students to rank the ease of using e-mail.
Fourteen students (58.8%) from the broadcast classroom agreed or strongly
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Table 90
Descriptive Statistics for Question 10
Question; E-mail was more efficient than scheduling an appointment 
with my instructor.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2 1 4 2 8
11.8 5.9 23.5 11.8 47.1
Receiving 2 2 2 11
ITV 11.8 11.8 11.8 64.7
Videotape 4 2 15 3 9
Lecture 12.1 6.1 45.4 9.1 27.3
Table 91
Descriptive Statistics for Question 11
Question: E-mail was an efficient method to resolve questions 1 had
concerning the course.
Instructional Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Method Disagree Agree
Broadcast 1 1 5 2 8
5.9 5.9 29.4 11.8 47.1
Receiving 1 4 2 10
rrv 5.9 23.5 11.8 58.8
Videotape 3 4 5 9 12
Lecture 9.1 12.1 15.2 27.3 36.4
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Table 92
Descriptive Statistics for Question 12
Question: E-mail was effective method to resolve problems I had 
concerning the course.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 1 1 6 1 8
5.9 5.9 35.3 5.9 47.1
Receiving 2 4 2 9
ITV 11.8 23.5 11.8 52.9
Videotape 3 4 7 8 11
Lecture 9.1 12.1 21.2 24.2 33.3
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agreed, one student (5.9%) selected the neutral response, and two students 
(11.8%) strongly disagreed. Within the receiving ITV classroom, 12 students 
(70.6%) agreed or strongly agreed, while three students (17.6%) selected 
the neutral response and two students (11.8%) disagreed. In the videotape 
lecture, 22 students (66.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
seven students (21.2%) selected the neutral response, and four students 
(12.1%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. A summary of these results are 
displayed in Table 93.
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Table 93
Descriptive Statistics for Question 13
Question; E-mail was easy to use.
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
Broadcast 2 1 1 13
11.8 5.9 5.9 76.5
Receiving 2 3 1 11
rrv 11.8 17.6 5.9 64.7
Videotape 1 3 7 10 12
Lecture 3.0 9.1 21.2 30.3 36.4
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Study. Three: Supervision
Interscorer Reliabilitv
The university supervisors collected pre and post data on each 
preservice teacher in this study. In order to ascertain that the supervisors 
were looking for the same behaviors several training sessions were 
conducted. During these training sessions interreliability checks were 
conducted. Interreliability checks were also conducted during 25% of the 
preobservations, 25% of the observations, and 25% of the postobservations. 
Data taken by the three supervisors on the number of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors were used for these checks. Interval 
agreement (i.e., [ Agreements ^ (Agreements + Disagreements) ] x 100 = 
Percent of Agreement) was calculated using the point by point method 
(Tawny & Gast, 1984). Interscorer reliability scores ranged from 80.2% to 
98.1%. Overall agreement was 90.0%. Individual and overall reliability 
scores are presented in Table 94.
Effective Teaching Behaviors
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to ascertain if there was a 
difference between the five supervision methods (i.e., university supervision, 
cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, university supervision 
coupled with peer coaching, or cooperating teacher supervision coupled 
with peer coaching) prior to any supervision. No significant difference was 
found between the groups [F  (4, 53) = 1.1450; p = .3456]. This would 
indicate students were at the same performance level prior to receiving 
supervision. Table 95 is a summary of these results.
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Table 94
Interreliability Scores for Observations
Supervisor 1 Supervisor 2 Supervisor 3 Percent of Agreement
Training 45 54 N/A 45+54 = 83.3%
76 N/A 72 72+76 = 94.7%
N/A 53 50 50+53 = 94.3%
Preobservations 235 245 N/A 235+245=95.9%
124 151 N/A 124+151=82.1%
N/A 152 155 152+155=98.1%
Observations 882 848 N/A 848+882=96.1%
Postobservations 202 177 N/A 177+202=87.6%
172 N/A 138 138+172=80.2%
N/A 25 22 22+ 25= 88 .0%
Overall Interreiiabilitv Agreement 90.0%
Table 95
Summary of one-way ANOVA for Preobservation Means of Effective 
Teaching Behaviors Between Supervision Methods
Source SS DF MS F B
Between Methods 311.0523 4 77.7631 1.1450 .3456
Within Methods 3599.5684 53 67.9164
Total 3910.6207 57
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Data on effective teaching behaviors were analyzed by means of a 2 x 5 
MANOVA to answer the following question:
Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by a preservice 
practicum student?
Results of the MANOVA indicate no significant difference between
supervision groups [F (4,53) = .56; p  = .691]. But a significant difference
was found within three of the supervision groups [F (1, 53) =20.54; p  =.000].
Table 96 summarizes these results. Although the MANOVA indicates a
significant difference, it does not show where the difference occurred. Five
paired sample f-tests were conducted to determine where the difference
occurred. A paired sample/-test was selected because it is able to compare
two dependent measures within one method.
Although all groups improved from preobservation to postobservation
results of the paired sample t -test indicate this improvement was significant
for only three of the groups. Results of the paired sample t -test for the
university supervision method indicate no significant difference from
preobservation to postobservation effective teaching behaviors [t (10) =
1.64; p  = .132]. A significant difference was found within the cooperating
teacher supen/ision method for preobsen/ation to postobservation effective
teaching behaviors [t (12) = 4.05; p  = .002]. A significant difference was also
found within the peer coaching method for preobservation to
postobservation effective teaching behaviors [f (9) = 2.31; p = .046]. Within
the university supervision coupled with peer coaching method, a significant
difference was found for preobservation to postobservation effective
teaching behaviors [t (9) = 2.58; p = .030]. No significant difference was
found for the cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching method for
preobservation to postobservation effective teaching behaviors [t (13) =
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Table 96
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Preobservation and
Postobservations of Effective Teaching Behaviors
Source 88 DF MS F E.
Between Methods 259.11 4,53 64.78 .56 .691
Within Methods 1557.15 1,53 1557.15 20.54 .000*
Interaction 192.40 4,53 48.10 .63 .640
* Significant at the p  <.01 level.
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1.19; C = .254]. A summary of the paired sample f-tests is displayed in Table 
97.
Ineffective Teaching Behaviors
A one-way AN OVA was conducted to ascertain if there was a
difference between the five supervision groups (i.e., university supervision,
cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, university supervision
coupled with peer coaching, or cooperating teacher supervision coupled
with peer coaching) prior to any supervision. No significant difference was
found within supervision methods on preobservation of ineffective teaching
behaviors [F (4, 53) = .8244; ja = .5155]. This would indicate that students
were at the same performance level prior to receiving supervision. Table 98
is a summary of these results.
Data on ineffective teaching behaviors were analyzed by means of a
2 x 5  MANOVA to answer the following question;
Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
number of ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by 
preservice practicum student?
Results of the MANOVA indicate no significant difference between
supervision groups [F  (4, 53) = 12.34; p  = .880] or within the supervision
groups [F (1,53) = 46.23; =.183]. Table 99 summarizes these results.
Student Satisfaction Survey
Data from the student satisfaction surveys (see Appendix N) were
analyzed by means of 15 one-way ANOVAs to answer the following
question:
Does the method of field-based supervision have an effect on the 
preservice practicum student's evaluation the field experience?
Results of the 15 one-way ANOVAs indicate no significant difference
between supervision methods on any of the survey questions. Descriptive
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Table 97
Summary of Paired Sample f-tests for Effective Teaching Behaviors
Paired Differences
Method Mean SD SE of Mean f-value DF 2-tail sig
University
Supervision
6.8182 13.783 4.156 1.64 10 .132
Cooperating
Teacher
12.1538 10.831 3.004 4.05 12 .002*
Peer
Coaching
6.600 9.046 2.860 2.31 9 .046*
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
6.2000 7.598 2.403 2.58 9 .030*
Cooperating
Teacher/Peer
Coaching
5.2143 16.348 4.369 1.19 13 254
* Significant at the p_<.05 level 
Table 98
Summary of one-way ANOVA for Preobservation Means on Ineffective 
Teaching Behaviors Between Methods
Source 88 DF MS
Between Methods 
Within Methods 
Total
137.5398
2210.5465
2348.0862
4
53
57
34.3849 
41.7084
.8244 .5155
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Table 99
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Preobservations and
Postobservations of Ineffective Teaching Behaviors
Source SS DF MS F B.
Between Methods 49.37 4 12.34 .29 .880
Within Methods 46.23 53 46.23 1.82 .183
Interaction 150.83 53 37.71 1.49 .219
* Significant at the fi <.05 level.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
212
statistics were also analyzed for each question. Tables 100-114 are 
summaries of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 1 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F  (4, 53) = .2775; a  = .8913] on the 
level of anxiousness experienced when observed by a university 
supervisor. Descriptive statistics indicate that seven students (63.7%) from 
the university supervision method agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, two students (18.2%) selected the neutral response, and two 
students (18.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the cooperating 
teacher supervision method, seven students (53.9%) strongly agreed, five 
students (38.5%) selected the neutral response, and one student (7.7%) 
strongly disagreed with the question. In the peer coaching method, five 
students (50.0%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three students 
(30.0%) selected the neutral response, and two students (20.0%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. Four students (40.0%) from the university supervision 
coupled with peer coaching supervision method agreed or strongly agreed 
with the question, four students (40.0%) selected the neutral response, and 
two students (20.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the 
cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching supervision method, eight 
students (57.2%) agreed or strongly agreed, three students (21.4%) selected 
the neutral response, and three students (21.4%) disagreed with the 
question. Table 100 is a summary of these results.
On Question 2 the one-way ANOVA indicated no significant difference 
between supervision groups [F  (1, 26) = 2.1924; a  =.1512] when students 
were asked if the were anxious when their cooperating teacher formally 
observed them. Descriptive statistics indicate that four students (30.8%) 
from the cooperating teacher supervision method agreed or strongly agreed
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Table 100
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 1
Question: I was anxious when my university supervisor observed me.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 1.6087 .4022 .2775 .8913
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 76.8224 1.4495
Total 57 78.4310
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
1
9.1
1
9.1
2
18.2
4
36.4
3
27.3
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
1
7.7
5
38.5
4
30.8
3
23.1
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
1
10.0
3
30.0
5
50.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
3
30.0
1
10.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
3
21.4
3
21.4
6
42.9
2
14.3
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with the question, one student (7.7%) selected the neutral response, and 
eight students (61.6%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the 
cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching supervision method, eight 
students (57.2%) agreed or strongly agreed, one student (7.1%) selected the 
neutral response, and five students (35.7%) disagreed with the question. 
There are empty cells for this question because students from the 
cooperating teacher supervision and cooperating teacher coupled with peer 
coaching methods were the only students formally observed by their 
cooperating teacher. A summary of these results are displayed in Table 
101.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 3 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F  (2, 33) = .6107; p = .5494] when 
students were asked if they were anxious when their peer coach observed 
them. Two students (20.0%) from the peer coaching supervision method 
strongly agreed with the question, five students (50.0%) selected the neutral 
response, and three students (30.0%) strongly disagreed. In the university 
supervision coupled with peer coaching supervision method, two students 
(20.0%) agreed, four students (40.0%) selected the neutral response, and 
four students (40.0%) disagreed. Five students (35.7%) from the 
cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching supervision method agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question, three students (21.4%) selected the 
neutral response, and six students (42.8%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
Only students participating in peer coaching responded to this question.
Table 102 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 4 indicate no significant 
difference between groups [F  (1, 20) = 1.6156; p = .2190]. Ten students 
(90.9%) from the university supervision method agreed or strongly agreed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2 1 5
Table 101
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 2
Question: I was anxious when my cooperating teacher formally
observed me.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
1 3.7088 3.7088 2.1924 .1512
Within
Instructional
Methods
25 42.2912 1.6916
Total 26 46.000
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
3
23.1
5
38.5
1
7.7
2
15.4
2
7.4
Peer
Coaching
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
5
35.7
1
7.1
6
42.9
2
14.3
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Table 102
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 3
Question: I was anxious when my peer coach observed me.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
instructional
Methods
2 2.0303 1.0151 .6107 .5494
Within
Instructional
Methods
31 51.5286 1.6622
Total 33 53.5588
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
Peer
Coaching
3
30.0
5
50.0
1
10.0
1
10.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
3
30.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
2
20.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
5
35.7
3
21.4
2
14.3
3
21.4
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that their university supervisor gave them useful feedback and one student 
(9.1%) selected the neutral response. In the university supervision coupled 
with peer coaching supervision method, eight students (80.0%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, one student (10.0%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (10.0%) disagreed. The empty cells for this 
question are due to the fact that only students receiving supervision within 
the university supervision and university supervision coupled with peer 
coaching responded to the question. Table 103 is a summary of these 
results.
On Question 5 the one-way ANOVA yielded no significant difference 
between supervision groups [F  (4, 46) = .9080; p = .4681]. In the 
cooperating teacher supervision method, all 13 students (100.0%) agreed or 
strongly agreed that their cooperating teacher gave them useful feedback. 
Eleven (78.5%) of the students from the cooperating teacher coupled with 
peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed with the question and 
three students (21.4%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Students within the 
cooperating teacher supervision and cooperating teacher coupled with peer 
coaching methods were the only students to respond to this question. Table 
104 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 6 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F  (2, 32) = .4032; p = .6717]. Seven 
students (70.0%) from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed 
that their peer coach gave them useful feedback and three students (30.0%) 
selected the neutral response. Within the university supervision coupled 
with peer coaching, seven students (77.8%) agreed or strongly agreed with 
the question, one student (11.1%) selected the neutral response, one 
student (11.1%) disagreed, and one student (11.1%) did not respond. In the
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Table 103
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 4 
Question; My university supervisor gave me useful feedback. 
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B.
Between
instructional
Methods
1 1.0823 1.0823 1.6156 .2190
Within
Instructional
Methods
19 12.7273 .6699
Total 20 13.8095
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
1
9.1
4
36.4
6
54.4
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
Peer
Coaching
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
1
10.0
5
50.0
3
30.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
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Table 104
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 5
Question: My cooperating teacher gave me useful feedback.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F D.
Between
instructional
Methods
4 3.6479 .9120 9080 .4681
Within
Instructional
Methods
42 42.1819 1.0043
Total 46 45.8298
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
4
30.8
9
69.2
Peer
Coaching
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
2
14.3
1
7.1
3
21.4
8
57.1
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cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching, eleven 
students (78.6%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two students 
(14.3%) selected the neutral response, and one student (7.1%) strongly 
disagreed. There are empty cells for this question due to the fact that only 
students participating in the peer coaching methods were asked to respond 
to the question. A summary of these results are displayed in Table 105.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 7 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision methods [F  (2, 32) = .2455; p = .7839]. Nine 
students (90.0%) from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed 
that they enjoyed the peer coaching process and one student (10.0%) 
selected the neutral response. Within the university supervision coupled 
with peer coaching method, seven students (70.0%) agreed or strongly 
agreed with the question, two students (20.0%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (10.0%) did not respond. Eleven students 
(78.5%) from the cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching method 
agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two students (14.3%) selected 
the neutral response, and one student (7.1%) strongly disagreed. There are 
empty cells for this question due to the fact that only students participating in 
the peer coaching methods responded to the question. Table 106 is a 
summary of these results.
Question 8 one-way ANOVA results indicate no significant difference 
between supervision methods [F  (4, 53) = 1.9142; p =  .1216]. Descriptive 
data for Question 8 indicate that six students (54.6%) from the university 
supervision method agreed or strongly agreed that they would prefer to be 
supervised by a university supervisor and five students (45.5%) selected the 
neutral response. In the cooperating teacher supervision method, two
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Table 105
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 6
Question: My peer coach gave me useful feedback.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 .8964 .4482 .4032 .6717
Within
Instructional
Methods
30 33.3460 1.1115
Total 32 34.2424
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supen/ision
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
Peer
Coaching
3
30.0
2
20.0
5
50.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
11.1
1
11.1
5
55.6
2
22.2
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
2
14.3
2
14.3
9
64.3
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Table 106
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 7
Question: I enjoyed the peer coaching process.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B.
Between
Instructional
Methods
2 .4665 .2333 .2455 .7839
Within
Instructional
Methods
30 28.5032 .9501
Total 32 28.9697
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supen/ision
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
4
40.0
5
50.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
2
22.2
4
44.4
3
33.3
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
2
14.3
1
7.1
10
71.4
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students (15.4%) strongly agreed with the question, seven students (53.8%) 
selected the neutral response, and four students (30.8%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. One student (10.0%) from the peer coaching method 
strongly agreed with the question, four students (40.0%) selected the neutral 
response, and five students (50.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within 
the university supervision coupled with peer coaching method, three 
students (30.0%) strongly agreed with the question, three students (30.0%) 
selected the neutral response, and four students (40.0%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Four students (28.5%) from the cooperating teacher 
coupled with peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed with 
Question 8, six students (42.9%) selected the neutral response, and four 
students (28.6%) strongly disagreed (Table 107).
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 9 indicate no significant 
difference between supen/ision methods [F (4, 53) = 2.1281; c  = .0901].
Four students (36.4%) from the university supervision method agreed or 
strongly agreed that they would prefer to be supervised by their cooperating 
teacher, six students (54.5%) selected the neutral response, and one 
student (9.1%) strongly disagreed. In the cooperating teacher supervision 
method, nine students (69.3%) agreed or strongly agreed, while four 
students (30.8%) selected the neutral response. Three students (30.0%) 
from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
two students (20.0%) selected the neutral response, and five students 
(50.0%) strongly disagreed. Three students (30.0%) from the university 
supervision coupled with peer coaching method strongly agreed with the 
question, four students (40.0%) selected the neutral response, and three 
students (30.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the cooperating
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Table 107
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 8
Question; I would prefer to be supervised by a university 
supervisor.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 12.4947 3.1237 1.9142 .1216
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 86.4880 1.6318
Total 57 98.9828
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
5
45.5
3
27.3
3
27.3
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
1
7.7
3
23.1
7
53.8
2
15.4
Peer
Coaching
4
40.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
1
10.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
3
30.0
3
30.0
3
30.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
4
28.6
6
42.9
1
7.1
3
21.4
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teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching method, seven students 
(50.0%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, four students (28.6%) 
selected the neutral response, and three students (21.4%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. A summary of these results is displayed in Table 108.
Question 10 one-way ANOVA results indicate no significant difference 
between supervision groups [F  (4, 53) = 1.7621; p = .1503]. One student 
(9.1%) from the university supervision method agreed that they would prefer 
to be supervised by a peer, seven students (63.6%) selected the neutral 
response, and three students (27.3%) strongly disagreed. In the 
cooperating teacher supervision method, three students (23.1%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, nine students (69.2%) selected the 
neutral response, and one student (7.7%) strongly disagreed. Four students 
(40.0%) from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed, three 
students (30.0%) selected the neutral response, and three students (30.0%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the question. Within the university 
supervision coupled with peer coaching method, four students (40.0%) 
agreed or strongly agreed, three students (30.0%) selected the neutral 
response, and three students (30.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Nine students (64.3%) from the cooperating teacher coupled with peer 
coaching method agreed or strongly agreed with the question, three 
students (21.4%) selected the neutral response, and two students (14.2%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. Table 109 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 11 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F  (4, 53) = .4423; û  = .7774). Three 
students (27.3%) from the university supervision method agreed or strongly 
agreed that they would prefer being supervised by a university supervisor 
and peer coach, seven students (63.6%) selected the neutral response, and
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Table 108
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 9
Question: I would to be supervised by my cooperating teacher.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E
Between
instructional
Methods
4 15.0986 3.7746 2.1281 .0901
Within
instructional
Methods
53 94.0049 1.7737
Total 57 109.1034
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supen/ision
1
9.1
6
54.5
3
27.3
1
9.1
Cooperating
Teacher
Supen/ision
4
30.8
4
30.8
5
38.5
Peer
Coaching
5
50.0
2
20.0
1
10.0
2
20.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
2
20.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
3
30.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
2
14.3
1
7.1
4
28.6
2
14.3
5
35.7
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Table 109
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for
Question 10
Question; I would to be supervised by a peer. 
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 10.8714 2.7179 1.7621 .1503
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 81.7493 1.5424
Total 57 92.6207
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
3
27.3
7
63.6
1
9.1
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
1
7.7
9
69.2
1
7.7
2
15.4
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
2
20.0
3
30.0
1
10.0
3
30.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
2
20.0
1
10.0
3
30.0
2
20.0
2
20.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
1
7.1
3
21.4
3
21.4
6
42.9
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one student (9.1%) disagreed. Three students (23.1%) from the cooperating 
teacher supervision method agreed or strongly agreed with the question, six 
students (46.2%) selected the neutral response, and four students (30.8%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. In the peer coaching method, two students 
(20.0%) agreed or strongly agreed, five students (50.0%) selected the 
neutral response, and three students (30.0%) strongly disagreed. Three 
students (30.0%) from the university supervision coupled with peer coaching 
method agreed or strongly agreed with the question, five students (50.0%) 
selected the neutral response, and two students (20.0%) disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. Within the cooperating teacher supervision coupled with 
peer coaching method, five students (35.7%) strongly agreed, five students 
(35.7%) selected the neutral response, and four students (28.5%) disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. Table 110 is a summary of these results.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 12 yielded no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F (4, 53) = .3525; a  = .8411]. In the 
university supervision method, three students (27.3%) agreed or strongly 
agreed that they would prefer to be supervised by their cooperating teacher 
and a peer, seven students (63.6%) selected the neutral response, and one 
student (9.1%) strongly disagreed. Six students (46.2%) from the 
cooperating teacher supervision method agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question, five students (38.5%) selected the neutral response, and two 
students (15.4%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Within the peer coaching 
method, three students (30.0%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question, 
four students (40.0%) selected the neutral response, and three students 
(30.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Three students (30.0%) from the 
university supervision coupled with peer coaching method agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, four students (40.0%) selected the neutral
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Table 110
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 11
Question: I would prefer to be supervised by a university supervisor and
a peer.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 2.8985 .7246 .4423 .7774
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 86.8257 1 6382
Total 57 89.7241
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
1
9.1
7
63.6
1
9.1
2
18.2
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
2
15.4
2
15.4
6
46.2
1
7.7
2
15.4
Peer
Coaching
3
30.0
5
50.0
1
10.0
1
10.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
1
10.0
5
50.0
2
20.0
1
10.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
3
21.4
1
7.1
5
35.7
5
35.7
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response, and three students (30.0%) disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Eight students (57.1%) from the cooperating teacher supervision coupled 
with peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed with the question, two 
students (14.3%) selected the neutral response, and four students (38.5%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed (Table 111).
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 13 indicate no significant 
difference between groups [F (4. 53) = .9995; & = .4161]. All 11 students 
(100%) from the university supervision method agreed or strongly agreed 
that their effective teaching behaviors increased. In the cooperating teacher 
supervision method, all 13 students (100%) agreed or strongly agreed.
Seven students (70.0%) from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly 
agreed and three students (30.0%) selected the neutral response. In the 
university supervision coupled with peer coaching method, nine students 
(90.0%) agreed or strongly agreed with the question and one student 
(10.0%) selected the neutral response. Twelve students (85.7%) from the 
cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching method agreed 
or strongly agreed with the question, one student (7.1%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (7.1%) disagreed. Table 112 is a summary of 
these results.
Question 14 one-way ANOVA results indicate no significant difference 
between groups [F (4, 53) = .6988; a  = .5962]. Eight students (72.8%) from 
the university supervision method agreed or strongly agreed that their 
ineffective teaching behaviors decreased, two students (18.2%) selected the 
neutral response, and one student (9.1%) disagreed. In the cooperating 
teacher supervision method, nine students (69.3%) agreed or strongly 
agreed, one student (7.7%) selected the neutral response, and three 
students (23.1%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Six students (60.0%)
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Table 111
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 12
Question: I would prefer to be supervised by my cooperating teacher
and a peer.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 2.4754 .6188 .3525 .8411
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 93.0419 1.7555
Total 57 95.5172
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
1
9.1
7
63.6
2
18.2
1
9.1
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
1
7.7
1
7.7
5
38.5
4
30.8
2
15.4
Peer
Coaching
2
20.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
2
20.0
1
10.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
2
20.0
1
10.0
4
40.0
2
20.0
1
10.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
3
21.4
1
7.1
2
14.3
3
21.4
5
35.7
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Table 112
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 13
Question; My effective teaching behaviors increased over this semester.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F E
Between
instructional
Methods
4 2.1345 .5336 .9995 .4161
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 28.2965 .5339
Total 57 30.4310
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
5
45.5
6
54.5
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
4
30.8
9
69.2
Peer
Coaching
3
30.0
3
40.0
4
40.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
4
40.0
5
50.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
1
7.1
2
14.3
10
71.4
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from the peer coaching method agreed or strongly agreed, three students 
(30.0%) selected the neutral response, and one student (10.0%) strongly 
disagreed. In the university supervision coupled with peer coaching 
method, eight students (80.0%) agreed or strongly agreed, while two 
students (20.0%) selected the neutral response Twelve students (85.7%) 
from the cooperating teacher coupled with peer coaching method agreed or 
strongly agreed with the question, one student (7.1%) selected the neutral 
response, and one student (7.1%) disagreed. Table 113 is a summary of 
these findings.
Results of the one-way ANOVA for Question 15 indicate no significant 
difference between supervision groups [F  4, 57) = 1.1540; c  = .3416]. In the 
university supervision method, ten students (90.9%) agreed or strongly 
agreed that overall they enjoyed their practicum experience and one student 
(9.1%) was neutral. Eleven students (84.6%) from the cooperating teacher 
supervision method agreed or strongly agreed, one student (7.7%) selected 
the neutral response, and one student (7.7%) disagreed. In the peer 
coaching method, nine students (90.0%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
question and one student (10.0%) selected the neutral response. All ten 
students (100%) from the university supervision coupled with peer coaching 
method agreed or strongly agreed with the question. In the cooperating 
teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching method, nine students 
(64.3%) strongly agreed, two students (14.3%) selected the neutral 
response, and three students (21.4%) disagreed. Table 114 is a summary of 
these results.
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Table 113
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 14
Question; My ineffective teaching behaviors decreased over the 
semester.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F B.
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 3.6564 .9141 .6988 .5962
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 69.3264 1.3080
Total 57 72.9828
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University
Supervision
1
9.1
2
18.2
4
36.4
4
36.4
Cooperating
Teacher
Supervision
2
15.4
1
7.7
1
7.7
4
30.8
5
38.5
Peer
Coaching
1
10.0
3
30.0
2
20.0
4
40.0
University
Supervision/
Peer
Coaching
2
20.0
3
30.0
5
50.0
Cooperating
Teacher/
Peer
Coaching
1
7.1
1
7.1
5
35.7
7
50.0
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Table 114
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Descriptive Statistics for Question 15
Question: Overall, I enjoyed my practicum experience.
one-way ANOVA
Source DF SS MS F
Between
Instructional
Methods
4 3.8801 .9700 1.1540 .3416
Within
Instructional
Methods
53 44.5509 .8406
Total 57 48.4310
Descriptive Statistics
Instructional
Method
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
University 1 2 8
Supervision 9.1 18.2 72.7
Cooperating 1 1 3 8
Teacher 7.7 7.7 23.1 61.5
Supervision
Peer 1 2 7
Coaching 10.0 20.0 70.0
University
Supervision/ 2 8
Peer 20.0 80.0
Coaching
Cooperating
Teacher/ 3 2 9
Peer 21.4 14.3 64.3
Coaching
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Chapter 5 
Discussion
Colleges of Education have provided instruction, advisement, and 
field-based supervision to preservice teachers since 1439 (Morris, 1974). 
Many transformations have occurred in preservice education over the years. 
Preservice education has evolved from an on-campus experience in which 
students attended classes and participated in field experiences on campus 
to an experience in which students may participate in a course from many 
miles away from the campus and one in which field-based experiences 
occur in a variety of off-campus settings. Today colleges and universities 
have a variety of technological devices (e.g., microcomputers, ITV systems, 
video technology) available to assist professors in the provision of 
instruction and advisement to their students. Research concerning the 
effectiveness of these technologies is just beginning to be explored in the 
educational literature.
Research has been conducted concerning various forms of distance 
education (e.g., correspondence courses, videotaped courses, ITV). Studies 
concerning the use of distance education (e.g., ITV, videotapes ) to provide 
instruction indicated that students in distance education courses achieve at 
the same level as students taking courses in traditional settings (Beare,
1989; McCleary & Egan, 1989; Miller, 1995). These studies have also asked 
students to discuss their satisfaction with distance education courses. 
Students indicated they learn in these courses, but given a choice they 
would prefer an instructor present. Students who have the benefit of not
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traveling a distance to attend on-campus courses report they enjoy the 
distance education courses.
The use of e-mail on university campuses is a phenomenon that has 
only been available for wide usage by faculty and students for approximately 
ten years. The use of e-mail for the advisement of students is a concept that 
is only beginning to be considered (Poling, 1994). The current literature in 
this area is descriptive in nature. It explains how to establish e-mail 
accounts, how to use the accounts once established, and how to use the 
accounts for course instruction. Data-based research concerning the use of 
e-mail for instruction or advisement has not been reported in the literature to 
date.
Research in the area of field-based supervision has primarily focused 
on student satisfaction with supervision and the amount of supervision 
needed for students to be successful in the field-based experience (Potthoff 
& Kline, 1995; Farris, Henniger, & Bischoff, 1991). The research also 
discusses the selection of cooperating teachers (Karmos & Jacko, 1977; 
Morin, 1993). The use of peer coaching is also reported in the research 
literature (Peterson & Hudson, 1989; Miller, Harris & Wantanabe, 1991;
Pierce & Miller, 1994). However, little research is provided that compares 
different methods of supervision.
The three parallel studies reported here were designed to explore 
alternative methods of providing instruction, advisement, and field-based 
supervision to preservice students. Students enrolled in a resource room 
practicum course participated in these studies. As colleges of education 
continue to experience financial retrenchment it is important to identify the 
effectiveness of current technologies and alternative methods in the 
provision of instruction and supervision for preservice practicum students.
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Study 1 was a quantitative study in which three instructional methods 
(i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, and videotape lecture) 
were used to teach a preservice education course. This study served as a 
continuation of past research by investigating the effectiveness of distance 
education on student achievement. Student satisfaction data and instructor 
evaluation data were also analyzed.
The use of e-mail to provide advisement to preservice practicum 
students was investigated in Study 2. This quantitative and qualitative study 
expands on current research by tallying and coding the e-mail 
communications that occurred between the instructor and students. Student 
satisfaction with the use of e-mail to communicate with the instructor was 
also collected by means of a survey.
Study 3 compared the effects of five methods of supervision on the 
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors of preservice practicum 
students. This study contributes to current field-based supervision research 
in that it investigates the use of alternative methods of supervision and 
student satisfaction within each method.
Study One: Distance Education
In Study 1, the effect of ITV and videotape lectures on student 
achievement was investigated. Student satisfaction of the course and 
student evaluations of the instructor were also analyzed. The 67 students 
who participated in this study were randomly assigned to one of three 
instructional methods. One group received instruction with the instructor 
present, one group received instruction via ITV, and the third group received 
instruction by means of a videotape lecture.
The lectures presented to the students were created on PowerPoint 
Version 4.0 (1994). Students receiving instruction with the instructor
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present and via ITV could interact with the instructor and other students. 
Students in the videotape lecture had access to the instructor only during 
her six weekly office hours or through e-mail. Lectures presented to the 
broadcast classroom and receiving ITV classroom were videotaped each 
week. Thus, students all received the same information only through 
different instructional methods. Students completed a pretest, nine weekly 
quizzes, and a posttest over material presented in class. The student 
satisfaction sun/ey and the instructor evaluation were completed by the 
students at the end of the semester.
Achievement Scores
A pretest (see Appendix F) was administered at the beginning of the 
semester. This was done to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the knowledge of the students in the three instructional methods 
prior to instruction. The scores on the pretest indicate there was no 
difference between the groups. This indicates that at the beginning of the 
semester the knowledge base of the students concerning information to be 
taught in the course was very similar.
Weekly quizzes (see Appendix G) were administered to provide the 
instructor with information regarding the level of understanding of each 
group on a regular basis. The instructor believed that this was a necessary 
instructional tool to address the learning needs of each group, particularly 
since she did not have direct face-to-face interaction with two of the groups 
(i.e., receiving ITV classroom and videotape lecture method). A significant 
difference was found between group quiz scores on two of the nine weekly 
quizzes (i.e.. Quiz 2 and Quiz 5).
There was a significant difference between the receiving ITV 
classroom quiz scores and the videotape lecture quiz scores on Quiz 2. The
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videotape lecture students achieved a significantly higher quiz score than 
the receiving ITV classroom students. This quiz required students to list the 
components of a lesson plan. Listing was not the typical format for the 
weekly quizzes. Students in the videotape lecture method received their 
instruction three days after the other two methods. It is possible that students 
in the videotape lecture were told what testing method was used by students 
from the other two instructional methods. Thus, they knew exactly how to 
study and achieved a higher score.
On Quiz 5 a significant difference was found between the quiz scores 
of the broadcast classroom and the quiz scores of the videotape lecture 
method, as well as between the quiz scores of the students in the broadcast 
classroom and the quiz scores of the students in the receiving ITV 
classroom. In both instances the broadcast classroom students achieved 
higher quiz scores than the students in the receiving ITV classroom and the 
students in the videotape lecture. This quiz required the students to rewrite 
five incorrectly written behavioral objectives. When writing the behavioral 
objectives in their groups the week before the quiz, the students from the 
broadcast classroom had access to the instructor and received immediate 
Feedback. Students in the other two methods did not have direct face-to- 
face access to the instructor. Therefore, they did not receive feedback from 
the instructor until a week after the quiz. The students in the receiving ITV 
classroom and the videotape lecture method did have access to the 
facilitators. However, these facilitators had never taught and did not have 
extensive experience in writing behavioral objectives.
The results of this quiz may indicate that in certain instructional 
instances immediate access to and interaction with the instructor is 
imperative for learning. The results on this quiz may also suggest the
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importance of having experienced facilitators at distant sites. Simply having 
a facilitator present at distance education sites may not be adequate. These 
findings suggest that the facilitator should have experience with the material 
and must be able to provide quality feedback to the students.
A posttest, which was the pretest readministered, was given at the 
conclusion of the semester to ascertain student growth over the course of the 
semester. No significant difference was found between the instructional 
methods on the posttests. However, there was a significant difference within 
each instructional method from pretest to posttest. These results would 
indicate that all three instructional methods were equally as effective in 
increasing the preservice practicum students' knowledge base concerning 
the resource room learning environment.
M g jiria o s fi
Attendance was taken at the beginning of class and again after the 
mid-class break to determine if there was a difference between the three 
instructional methods in attendance and in students leaving class prior to the 
end of class. There was no significant difference between groups at the 
beginning of class. All 17 students from the broadcast classroom attended 
class on a regular basis. One student from the receiving ITV classroom and 
one student from the videotape lecture missed class on a regular basis, all 
others attended classes regularly. There was also no difference between 
the attendance of the instructional groups after the mid-class break. This 
indicates that students attended and stayed at the receiving distance 
education classroom and the videotape lecture at the same level as they did 
a traditional course with the instructor present.
Attendance was also compared within instructional methods at the 
beginning of class and after the mid-class break. This was done to ascertain
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if students left class after the weekly quiz. No significant difference was 
found within the groups. This indicates that once students came to class, 
they stayed.
Student Satisfaction Surveys
Students completed the student satisfaction survey (see Appendix H) 
at the conclusion of the semester. The surveys were administered to 
ascertain student reaction to the instructional method to which they were 
assigned. This survey provided information on students' satisfaction with the 
instructional method, effectiveness of the instructional method (i.e., 
broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, videotape lecture) in 
facilitating students' knowledge, and willingness to take another course by 
means of the same method. Although students may achieve equally as well 
within the three methods, student perceptions of what happens in these 
environments is different and should be addressed by educators.
The first five questions were concerned with the overall satisfaction of 
the instructional method (i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, 
and videotape lecture) in which the students participated. The remaining 21 
questions dealt with the objectives outlined on the course syllabus. A 
significant difference was found on 21 of the 26 survey questions.
Survey Question 1 asked students to rank, on a Likert-type scale, if 
the material for the course was presented effectively. A significant difference 
was found between the broadcast classroom and videotape lecture, as well 
as between the receiving ITV classroom and the videotape lecture.
Students in the broadcast classroom and the receiving ITV classroom both 
ranked material presentation significantly higher on the Likert scale than did 
students in the videotape lecture for its effectiveness in material 
presentation. This may indicate that for presentation of learning material for
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a methods course a videotape lecture may not result in student satisfaction. 
The videotape may affect the instructor's ability to present material 
effectively. This could be due to the lack of interactive ability in the 
videotape format.
Question 2 on the survey asked the students if the instructional 
method was an effective way to present the material. Significant differences 
were found between the broadcast classroom and videotape lecture, the 
broadcast classroom and the receiving ITV classroom, and the receiving ITV 
classroom and the videotape lecture. Students in the broadcast classroom 
and the receiving ITV classroom both ranked their instructional method as a 
more effective way to present material than did the students in the videotape 
lecture. However, students in the broadcast classroom ranked their 
instructional method significantly higher than students in the receiving ITV 
classroom. This may indicate that students, whether they participate in a 
videotape lecture or at a distance education site via ITV, still perceive they 
need face-to-face interaction with the instructor. This is less of an issue with 
the receiving ITV group than the videotape lecture group because the 
receiving ITV classroom has interaction with the instructor even though it is 
through the use of technology and not face-to-face.
When students were asked to rank the degree to which they felt their 
instructional method was enjoyable, a significant difference was found 
between the broadcast classroom and the receiving ITV classroom, as well 
as between the broadcast classroom and the videotape lecture. Students 
from the broadcast classroom ranked their instructional method as more 
enjoyable than students from the other two instructional methods. This may 
be due to the fact that students receiving instruction via ITV or videotape 
lecture enjoy interacting with the instructor and other students and find these
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instructional methods to be boring and/or limiting. These results may also 
indicate that students are frustrated when they are not able to spontaneously 
ask the instructor questions. Both the receiving ITV method and the 
videotape lecture required the students to go through an intermediary, either 
e-mail or the facilitators, to interact with the instructor.
Question 4 asked students to rank if the instructional method for the 
course facilitated their leaming. A significant difference was found between 
the broadcast classroom and the receiving ITV classroom, as well as 
between the broadcast classroom and the videotape lecture method. 
Students from the broadcast classroom ranked their instructional method 
significantly higher than did the other two groups for its effectiveness in 
facilitating learning. This may indicate that students do not perceive they are 
learning when an instructor is not present. These results may also indicate 
the need to have trained facilitators when methods courses are taught via 
distance education. The facilitators may meet a greater need of students 
than that of a proctor. It may be that the facilitators provide security and 
assurance to the students that they indeed are learning something.
Question 5 asked students to rank their willingness to take another 
course via the same instructional method. Significant differences were 
found between the broadcast classroom and the videotape lecture method, 
the broadcast classroom and the receiving ITV classroom, and the receiving 
ITV classroom and the videotape lecture method. Students in the broadcast 
classroom and the receiving ITV classroom both ranked their instructional 
method higher or as one they would take again, than did the students from 
the videotape lecture method. However, students from the broadcast 
classroom ranked their method significantly higher than students from the 
receiving ITV classroom. These results would support the results of
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Questions 1 -4. If students do not perceive their instructional method to be an 
effective way to present the material, do not feel their instructional method 
facilitated their learning, and do not enjoy the instructional method, they 
would not want to take another course via the same method.
Overall results from these five questions indicate that students in the 
broadcast classroom were satisfied with their instructional method. Students 
from the receiving ITV classroom were not overly satisfied with the 
instructional method, but felt the material was presented effectively. Finally, 
students from the videotape lecture were extremely dissatisfied with the 
instructional method and they did not feel the material was presented 
effectively.
The remaining 21 questions were concerned with the objectives 
stated on the course syllabus. These questions were included on the survey 
to ascertain the students' perceptions of the instructional method in 
facilitating their acquisition of knowledge concerning the resource room 
environment. Students were asked if the instructional method they received 
increased their understanding of the topics covered in the course. Although 
students from the three instructional methods did equally well on 
achievement, students from the videotape lecture method did not perceive 
that their instructional method was effective in increasing their 
understanding of the course material.
Significant differences were found on 16 of these questions (i.e.. 
Questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,12,13, 14,16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, and 26 ).
There was a significant difference between the broadcast classroom and the 
videotape lecture method on all 16 questions. In each instance students 
from the broadcast classroom ranked their instructional method higher in
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facilitating acquisition of course objectives than did students from the 
videotape lecture.
In three instances (Questions 12,13, and 14) the receiving ITV 
classroom students ranked their instructional method higher in facilitating 
knowledge of course objectives than did the videotape lecture students. On 
two questions (Questions 6 and 7) the broadcast class ranked their 
instructional method higher than students from the receiving ITV classroom 
and the videotape lecture method. This may be due to the fact that the 
historical development of the resource room and resource room models 
were discussed during the first lecture in which the students participated in 
their assigned instructional groups. The difference between the rankings of 
the three instructional methods may simply be due to the early adjustment of 
the receiving ITV classroom students and the videotape lecture students to 
not having direct face-to-face access to the instructor.
On all of the survey questions the mean ranking scores for the 
broadcast classroom were higher than the other two instructional methods, 
the mean ranking scores for the receiving ITV were next, and the mean 
ranking scores for the videotape lecture were the lowest. These results 
indicate that students from the broadcast classroom were satisfied with the 
instruction they received, students from the receiving ITV classroom were 
more satisfied than the videotape lecture students, but not totally satisfied, 
and students from the videotape classroom were not satisfied with the 
instruction they received. This may indicate that the further students are 
removed from an instructor, the more dissatisfied they become.
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Instructor Evaluation
Students completed the Department of Special Education's instructor 
evaluation form at the end of the semester. This was done to ascertain 
student perception of the instructor's effectiveness. If universities are going 
to use distance education in the future, it may be necessary to examine and 
reevaluate how instructors are evaluated by students who participate in 
distance education courses.
This evaluation focused on the instructor and not on the method of 
instruction. The first four questions were concerned with the presentation of 
purposes and goals of the course, course content that met these purposes 
and goals, assignments that facilitated knowledge, and the knowledge of the 
instructor. No significant differences were found between the three 
instructional methods on these questions. This may indicate that students 
are able to objectively evaluate the instructor even if they are dissatisfied 
with their instructional method.
The final three questions on the instructor evaluation form dealt with 
the presentation of course content, the instructor's ability to relate to 
students, and the degree to which the instructor took an active role in the 
course. Significant differences were found between the broadcast 
classroom and the videotape lecture on all three questions. The broadcast 
classroom ranked the instructor higher on course content presentation, 
relating to students, and taking an active role in course instruction. Students 
in the videotape lecture method were not satisfied with the instructional 
method and this may have affected their assessment of the instructor's 
course content presentation. This may also be due to the fact that the 
videotape lecture students never had the opportunity to interact with the 
instructor during classtime. However, written comments on the instructor
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evaluation form indicated that students were pleased with their interaction 
with the instructor outside of class (e.g., in the halls, around campus, in the 
office).
A significant difference was also found between the broadcast 
classroom and the receiving ITV classroom when asked if the instructor took 
an active role in the course. The broadcast classroom ranked the instructor 
higher than the receiving ITV classroom. This may be due to the instructor 
not being physically present in the receiving ITV classroom. Having to go 
through the ITV system to get the instructor's attention may have cut down on 
the spontaneity of interaction, and thus, affected student satisfaction. 
Conclusions
Several conclusions may be drawn from this study.
1. Students achieve equally well on quizzes and tests regardless of 
the instructional method (i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV classroom, 
videotape lectures).
2. Although there were distractions in the broadcast classroom that 
typically would not be found in a traditional setting (e.g., technology devices, 
taking notes from a TV monitor) students were satisfied with the instruction 
they received.
3. Students receiving instruction via ITV were satisfied with the 
instruction they received, but would prefer a traditional setting with the 
instructor present.
4. Students receiving instruction by means of videotape lecture were 
not satisfied with the instructional method.
5. Although students in the videotape lecture method achieved as 
well as students in the other two methods, they did not perceive the
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instructional method as one that facilitated their understanding of methods 
used in a resource room.
6. Students attended class regardless of the instructional method 
and did not leave after the weekly quiz was administered.
7. Students receiving instruction via ITV and videotape lecture do not 
perceive the instructor as taking an active role in the course, even though 
they received the same instruction as students in the broadcast method.
Studv Two: Electronic Mail 
The use of e-mail by the instructor and students to communicate was 
investigated in this study. All 67 students were required to activate an e-mail 
account for the semester. Results were compared between the students 
participating in three instructional methods from Study 1. The number of 
e-mail communications were tallied and coded. Students also completed a 
student satisfaction survey concerning their use of e-mail at the end of the 
semester.
E-mail Communication
The number of e-mail communications for each method were tallied 
and a one-way ANOVA was conducted. This was done to determine if there 
was a difference between instructional methods In the number of 
communications students had with the instructor. A significant difference 
was found between the receiving ITV classroom and the broadcast 
classroom. The receiving ITV classroom communicated with the instructor 
more often than students in the broadcast classroom. This may be due to 
the fact that seven students in the receiving ITV classroom changed their 
e-mail addresses during the semester to outside e-mail providers and had to 
notify the instructor. Because more receiving ITV students had e-mail 
accounts at home may also account for the finding that the receiving ITV
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classroom used e-mail more often than the other two instructional methods 
to communicate with the instructor.
Although a significant difference was not found between the 
broadcast classroom and videotape lecture methods, students from the 
videotape lecture method used e-mail to communicate with the instructor, on 
average, three more times per student than the broadcast students. In 
ranking the communication means, receiving ITV students corresponded the 
most, followed by videotape lecture students. Broadcast classroom students 
used e-mail the least to correspond with the instructor over the course of the 
semester. These results may indicate that students who do not have weekly 
contact with the instructor have questions and need to communicate with the 
instructor. It is possible that e-mail may be an important tool to incorporate 
into distance education to facilitate communication between the instructor 
and students.
E-mail communications were coded into seven categories. These 
seven categories naturally emerged by reading the communications from 
the students. Approximately one third of the communications dealt with 
questions and/or concerns the students had about their practicum 
placements. Students also responded to communications sent by the 
instructor, although several of the communications did not warrant a 
response. Because e-mail was new to most students it may be that they 
were unsure of how the system operated so they sent a message back to the 
instructor to make sure the instructor knew the message was received. It 
also may be due to the novelty of the system.
E-mail was also frequently used to inquire about grades. Students in 
the receiving ITV classroom and videotape lecture used e-mail when they 
had concerns and/or questions about the course. However, there were no
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e-mail communications from the broadcast classroom in this category. 
Because students in the broadcast classroom had face-to-face access to the 
instructor they were able to ask their questions immediately and did not have 
the same need to correspond via e-mail as did the other two groups.
There was a significant difference between groups in the category of 
friendly messages, however, the difference was only one message. Both the 
receiving ITV classroom and the videotape lecture students sent more 
friendly e-mail messages to the instructor than students from the broadcast 
classroom. Again, this may indicate that students in the broadcast 
classroom did not feel the need to correspond with the instructor via e-mail 
since they had face-to-face interaction with her on a weekly basis.
Student Satisfaction Survev
Students completed a student survey at the conclusion of the 
semester. This survey was administered to ascertain students' perception of 
using e-mail to communicate with the instructor.
A significant difference was found on one question concerning the 
effectiveness of using e-mail to communicate with the instructor. No 
significant difference was found between the groups on the remaining 12 
questions.
When asked if e-mail was an effective way to communicate with the 
instructor, students from the receiving ITV classroom agreed at a higher rate 
than the videotape lecture students. Again, students in the videotape were 
not satisfied with the instruction they received and felt as if they did not have 
an effective way to communicate with the instructor. Perhaps the lack of 
satisfaction with the instructional experience by students in the videotape 
lecture method and their lack of satisfaction with instructor interaction was 
not overcome by the use of e-mail to correspond with the instructor. Even
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though e-mail communication may have been quicker than waiting for a 
phone call or an appointment, it did not satisfy the students who had no 
other access to the instructor.
Results of the survey also indicate that students enjoyed using their 
e-mail accounts and most students stated they would keep their accounts 
after the semester ended. When asked if the instructor was prompt in 
responding to their e-mail, students responded positively with only three of 
the 67 students disagreeing with the question. Several students commented 
on the survey that they appreciated the promptness of the instructor in 
responding to their questions and/or concerns.
Most students agreed that using e-mail increased their 
communication with the instructor. A majority of the students also felt that 
e-mail was easier than using the telephone or setting up a face-to-face 
meeting with the instructor. However, these results may not be a reflection of 
the students' true feelings. Several students from the videotape class 
commented that it was effective, because it was the only way they could 
correspond with the instructor. The use of e-mail may not be as effective as 
having the instructor available in class, but it may be a valuable device when 
the instructor is not present. Several students from the broadcast classroom 
and receiving ITV classroom selected the neutral response or disagreed 
with the statement e-mail increased my communication with the instructor. 
This may indicate that they felt communication did not need to increase, 
because they had access to the instructor on a weekly basis. Students from 
all three instructional methods stated e-mail was an effective method for 
getting their questions and/or concerns answered.
Overall, students stated e-mail was easy to use and they felt 
competent using e-mail. However, students primarily used their e-mail
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account to communicate with the course instructor and not with each other. 
Students indicated they did not correspond via e-mail with other individuals 
at UNLV or outside of UNLV during the semester. It appears that students 
viewed the use of e-mail as course specific and not as a communication tool 
to be used outside of the course.
Conclusions
Seven conclusions may be drawn from this study.
1. Although most students had no prior experience with e-mail they 
found it easy to use.
2. E-mail is an effective method for instructors and students to use to 
communicate with each other.
3. If e-mail is going to be used, it is important that the instructor be 
prompt in responding to students.
4. Students believed e-mail was as efficient as using the telephone to 
communicate with the instructor.
5. Students believed e-mail was as efficient as scheduling a face-to- 
face appointment with the instructor.
6. The use of e-mail within a course for communication with an 
instructor may not generalize to other courses or to other instructors.
7. The use of e-mail for communication may not be sufficient when 
students are separated by distance from the instructor. It may not decrease 
a student's sense of isolation.
Studv Three: Supervision
Study 3 compared the effectiveness of five types of field-based 
supervision. Fifty-eight preservice practicum students were randomly 
assigned to one of five supervision methods. The five methods were:
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2 5 4
(a) university supervision, (b) cooperating teacher supervision, (c) peer 
coaching, (d) university supervision coupled with peer coaching, and (e) 
cooperating teacher supervision coupled with peer coaching. Students 
were observed teaching 20-minute lessons at their practicum placements. 
The number of effective and ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by 
the students were tallied. This was done to ascertain the effectiveness of the 
five methods of supervision in increasing effective teaching behaviors and 
decreasing ineffective teaching behaviors. A survey was also administered 
at the conclusion of the semester to determine the satisfaction of the 
students with the type of supervision they received.
Teaching Behaviors
No significant difference was found between the five supervision 
methods on the number of effective teaching behaviors demonstrated by the 
preservice practicum students. This indicates that all five supervision 
methods were equally effective in increasing effective teaching behaviors.
Although the effective teaching behaviors of all the supervision 
methods increased over the semester, significant differences were found 
within three of the methods. Students receiving supervision through peer 
coaching, university supervision coupled with peer coaching, and 
cooperating teacher supervision all significantly increased their effective 
teaching behaviors. It is difficult to interpret what these findings mean 
because, although there was no significant difference in preobservations, 
students in these three groups were demonstrating fewer effective teaching 
behaviors at the beginning of the semester than the other two supervision 
groups. It may be that these students had little experience in working with 
children and once they were exposed to a classroom they were able to 
develop and practice effective teaching behaviors.
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No significant difference was found among the five supervision 
methods on the number of ineffective teaching behaviors demonstrated by 
the preservice practicum students. Ineffective teaching behaviors decreased 
in all of the methods except peer coaching. However, ineffective teaching 
behaviors for this method were increased by only one over the course of the 
semester. This may indicate that all five supervision methods are effective in 
decreasing ineffective teaching behaviors of preservice practicum students. 
Student Satisfaction. Survev
Students completed the student satisfaction survey at the conclusion 
of the semester. This was done to determine student satisfaction with the 
method of supervision they received, anxiousness of being observed, and 
their preference for a type of supervision. Results of this survey indicate no 
significant differences between groups. This may indicate that students are 
equally satisfied with the type of supervision they received. This may be due 
to the fact that this was the first field experience for these students and the 
type of supervision they received in this study was the only type of 
supervision they had received. The students had no other supervision 
experience to which this experience could be compared.
Results from the survey indicate students were more anxious when 
their university supervisor observed them than they were when their 
cooperating teacher or peer coach observed them. This may be due to the 
familiarity students had with their peers and/or cooperating teacher.
Students from all methods (i.e., university supervisor, cooperating 
teacher, peer coach, university supervisor coupled with peer coach, 
cooperating teacher coupled with peer coach) felt their supervisors gave 
them valuable feedback. Overall, students were satisfied with the 
supervision they received regardless of who performed the direct
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supervision. A majority of the students were neutral when asked what 
supervision method they would prefer. These results may indicate that 
students realize they will be supervised and they do not have a preference 
as to who performs that supervision.
Students stated their effective teaching behaviors increased and their 
ineffective teaching behaviors decreased over the semester. Students also 
reported that their practicum experience was a positive one.
Results of this survey indicate that students; (a) were satisfied with 
the supervision they received, (b) felt they increased their effective teaching 
behaviors, (c) felt they decreased their ineffective teaching behaviors, and 
(d) did not have a preference for the type of supervision they received.
These results indicate that universities may now have several supervision 
methods from which to choose that students find beneficial.
Conclusions
Six conclusions may be drawn from this study.
1. All five methods of supervision (i.e., university supervision, 
cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, university supervision 
coupled with peer coaching, and cooperating teacher supervision coupled 
with peer coaching) are viable methods for providing field-based 
supervision to preservice practicum students.
2. Students are more anxious when being observed by their 
university supervisor than by their cooperating teacher or peer coach.
3. Students do not have a preference in the type of supervision (i.e., 
university supervision, cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, 
university supervision coupled with peer coaching, and cooperating teacher 
supervision coupled with peer coaching) they receive.
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4. Students are able to recognize when their effective teaching 
behaviors increase.
5. Students are able to recognize when their ineffective teaching 
behaviors decrease.
6. Overall, the practicum field experience is enjoyable for the 
students.
Summary
Results of these three studies indicate that altemative methods of 
providing instruction, advisement, and field-based supervision can provide 
students with an appropriate education. Although student satisfaction with 
the instructional methods (i.e., broadcast classroom, receiving ITV 
classroom, videotape lectures) varied, students achieved equally as well in 
all three methods.
E-mail is a new concept, but one that may provide instructors with an 
effective way to communicate with their students. Results of this study 
indicate that students believed e-mail was an effective way to communicate 
with the instructor, e-mail was easy to use, and e-mail was a more efficient 
method of communicating with the instructor than the telephone and face-to- 
face appointments.
The comparison of the five methods of field-based supervision also 
proved to be effective. Overall, students in all five supervision methods (i.e., 
university supervision, cooperating teacher supervision, peer coaching, 
university supervision coupled with peer coaching, and cooperating teacher 
supervision coupled with peer coaching) increased their effective teaching 
behaviors and decreased their ineffective teaching behaviors. Student 
satisfaction with the five supervision methods were also equivocal. This 
indicates that students do not have a preference for one type of supervision
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over another type and that their teaching improves equally as well in all five 
types of supervision.
Recommendations for Further Study
Research concerning distance education has covered a span of 
approximately 150 years. This research has focused on areas from 
correspondence courses to courses taught via ITV. Because little research 
concerning distance education with the new technology available today has 
been conducted there is a need to continue studies in this area. Based on 
the results of this study areas are suggested for further research.
1. Research needs to switch its focus from student achievement to the 
component elements of a distance education environment (e.g., electronic 
overheads, screen size, room size).
2. More research is needed in the area of student satisfaction of 
distance education courses.
3. Research in the area of student evaluation of the instructor needs 
to be conducted. It may be that separate evaluation forms should be used 
for instructors teaching via distance education and instructors teaching in 
traditional settings.
4. If instructors and students are going to be separated by distance, 
viable methods of communication need to be explored that will increase 
interaction between them and lead to students feeling less isolated.
5. Research is needed to determine the role of facilitators in different 
types of courses (e.g., lecture vs. methods, undergraduate vs. graduate, 
required vs. elective).
6. Research is needed to identify the characteristics of facilitators that 
increase student satisfaction and achievement in distance education 
settings.
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7. As distance education sites begin to be set up in convenient 
settings, it will be important to ascertain the demand for these sites in both 
rural and urban settings.
8. Effective teaching behaviors needed for an instructor who teaches 
a course via distance education needs to be researched.
E-mail is a relatively new concept in higher education. E-mail has 
been widely available on university campuses only for the last ten years.
The effectiveness of using e-mail to correspond and advise students has not 
been fully explored in the literature. As e-mail becomes more common on 
university campuses it will be important to ascertain its effectiveness. Based 
on the results of this study and the sparse literature currently available, 
areas are suggested for further research.
1. Research is needed to determine the effectiveness of e-mail in a 
variety of instructional situations (e.g., on-campus, distance education, 
independent study).
2. The effectiveness of e-mail as a method to provide general student 
advisement, not advisement associated with a specific course, needs to be 
researched.
3. Research is needed to ascertain the effectiveness of students 
using e-mail to communicate with other university personnel (e.g., field- 
based supervisors, adjunct faculty).
4. Further research is needed to determine the level of comfort 
students feel in using e-mail to communicate with instructors.
5. Research is needed to determine if students who are required to 
activate an e-mail account for a specific course generalize its use to other 
courses or to other instructors.
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6. Research is needed to compare the efficiency of e-mail to other 
methods of communication (e.g., telephone, face-to-face meetings).
Students have been supervised in practicum settings for 
approximately 150 years. Research in this area has focused on the amount 
of supervision needed, satisfaction with supervision, and the selection of 
cooperating teachers. Typically preservice students are supervised by 
personnel from the university. Recently other methods of supervision such 
as peer coaching have been discussed in the literature. However, little 
research has been conducted that compares different types of supervision. 
Based on the findings of this study recommendations for further study are 
provided.
1. More supervision comparison studies are needed at all preservice 
levels (e.g., practicum, pre student teaching, and student teaching) to 
ascertain the effectiveness of various forms of supervision.
2. Research is needed to delineate the salient components of 
supervision (e.g., number of times a student needs to be formally observed, 
verbal vs. written feedback).
3. Research needs to be conducted to determine the effectiveness of 
training university supervisors, cooperating teachers, and peer coaches in 
supervision methods.
4. Research to ascertain student preference of a variety of 
supervision methods should be conducted. This would afford students the 
opportunity to compare and contrast a variety of supervision methods.
5. Student perception of the effectiveness of the supervision they 
receive should continue to be studied as well as the effect student 
perception plays on the student's demonstration of effective teaching 
behaviors.
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6. Research is needed to determine the role supervision plays in the 
development of professionalism in preservice teachers.
7. The interaction of instructional method of didactic instruction and 
the method of filed-based supervision on the number of effective and 
ineffective teaching behaviors exhibited should be investigated.
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Appendix A 
Permission Form
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To: Students Enrolled in ESP 456
From: Kim Paulsen, Graduate Assistant, UNLV Department of Special 
Education
As students enrolled in ESP 456 ,1, Kim Paulsen, invite you to 
participate in my research: Preservice Education: Exploration of Alternate 
Methods of Instruction, Advisement, and Field Based Supervision. This 
research involves nothing out of the ordinary for you. It involves you going 
out to your resource rooms and teaching as you normally would do. It 
involves you being supenrised four times during the semester by your 
teacher, a university supervisor, a peer, your teacher and a peer, or a 
university supervisor and a peer. This is a normal class requirement.
I am requesting that you allow me to analyze the data from your field 
based observations, tests taken in class, and e-mail correspondence we 
may have In the course of the semester. The benefits to you involve being 
exposed to several methods of education technology, the opportunity to 
observe and work together to improve your teaching and working with other 
educators.
There is no compensation for participation in this study. However, I 
assure you that all information and data collected will be kept strictly 
confidential and that you will not be identified by name. Your participation in 
this study is voluntary and you may withdraw from participation at any time. 
Should you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me at:
Kim Paulsen
UNLV College of Education, Department of Special Education 
4505 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89154 
(703)895-1100 paulsen@nevada.edu 
or
UNLV Office of Sponsored Programs 
(702)895-1357
Signature Date
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Appendix B 
Demographic Survey
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UNDERGRADUATE PRACTICUM STUDENT 
INFORMATION
Name:__________________________  Phone:
Ethnic O rigin:_________________________S e x :__________ A g e :________ GPA:________
Special Education Major/Minor (please circle one).
PLEASE CHECK WHICH SPECIAL EDUCATION COURSES YOU HAVE 
TAKEN.
PjiorJQ this semeaer This semester
ESP 200 - Intro to Exceptional Children___________________________  ________
ESP 420 - Education of Students with Mental Retardation _______  ________
ESP 431 - Education of Students with Emotional Disturbance _______  ________
ESP 454 - Education of Students with Learning Disabilities _______  ________
ESP 463 - Oral & Written Communication _______  ________
ESP 478 - Strategies For Students with Learning Disabilities _______  ________
ESP 456 - Resource Room Practicum _______  ________
ESP 468 - Collaborative Consultation _______  ________
ESP 477 - Behavior Management _______  ________
ESP 483 - Parent-Teacher Interaction _______  ________
ESP 486 - Diagnostic & Prescriptive Strategies____________________  ________
ESP 492 - Career Education _______  ________
When do you plan to do your pre-student teaching? ___________________________
When do you plan to do your student teaching?_______________________
Please list any other practicum experiences you have had.
Please list any other experiences you have had with children (e.g. Sunday School, coaching, 
tutoring, parent).
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GRADUATE PRACTICUM STUDENT 
INFORMATION
Name:___________________________ Phone:
Ethnic Origin: _____________________ Sex:_______  Age:________ GPA:
PLEASE CHECK WHICH SPECIAL EDUCATION COURSES YOU HAVE 
TAKEN.
Prior to this semester This semester
ESP 700 - Practicum w/Students without Disabilities _______  ________
ESP 701 - Introduction to Special Education _______  ________
ESP 702 - Psychological & Social Problems in MR _______  ________
ESP 704 - Adaptive Curricular for Persons w/MR _______  ________
ESP 705 - Psychological & Social Problems in ED _______  ________
ESP 706 - Advanced Strategies for Students w/ED _______  ________
ESP 707- Theories of teaming Disabilities _______  ________
ESP 708 - Advanced Strategies for Students w/LD__________ _______  ________
ESP 709 - Diagnostic & Prescriptive Assessment _______  ________
ESP 717C - Seminar in Advanced LD _______  ________
ESP 722 - Multicultural Perspectives in Special Education _______  ________
ESP 723 - Learning Strategies Instruction _______  ________
ESP 727 - Technology in Special Education _______  ________
ESP 730 - Parent Involvement _______  ________
ESP 733 - Management & Modification Classroom Behavior _______  ________
ESP 734 - Vocational & Career Education _______  ________
ESP 735 - Psychoeducation Methods w/ED Children _______  ________
ESP 772 - Family Education in Early Childhood _______  ________
When do you plan to do your student teaching? _____________
Please list any other practicum experiences you have had.
Please list any other experiences you have had with children (e.g. Sunday School, coaching, 
tutoring, parent).
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Appendix C 
Broadcast Classroom
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Appendix D 
Receiving ITV Classroom
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Figure 2 
ITV Classroom
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Appendix E 
Lecture Hall
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Figure 3 
Lecture Hall
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Appendix F 
Pretest/Posttest
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N am e______________________
ESP 456 TEST 
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line.
  1. Type of resource room that only enrolls students with specific
labels.
A. categorical
B. non-categorical
C. itinerant
D. cross-categorical
 2. Finding teachers with proper training and certification is a
concem for this type of resource room.
A. categorical
B. itinerant
C. non-categorical
D. cross-categorical
 3. Type of resource room used in only a few states.
A. cross-categorical
B. non-categorical
C. categorical
D. itinerant
 4. Type of secondary resource room requiring the system change,
not the child.
A. basic skills remediation
B. tutorial approach
C. strategies approach
D. compensatory approach
 5. Materials not being age appropriate is a concern for which of
the following secondary resource room model.
A. strategies approach
B. compensatory approach
C. tutorial approach
D. basic skills remediation
 6. Type of secondary resource room requiring a different
curriculum.
A. strategies approach
B. tutorial approach
C. itinerant
D. compensatory approach
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7. Type of secondary resource room requiring no special 
materials.
A. tutorial approach
B. basic skills remediation
C. strategies approach
D. compensatory approach
8. When administering a test, which of the following does not 
have to occur?
A. administered in the child's native language or mode of 
communication
B. administered by a trained individual
C. administered in the morning
D. validated for the specific purpose for which they are used
9. Which of the following is not part of a student observation?
A. seating arrangement
B. perception of others
C. strategies used
D. comparison to peers
10. Type of assessment which compares students of the same age.
A. criterion-referenced test
B. norm-referenced test
C. non-referenced interpretation
D. curriculum-based measurements
11. Type of assessment which describes the student's 
performance against a predetermined goal.
A. criterion-referenced test
B. norm-referenced test
C. non-referenced interpretation
D. curriculum-based measurements
12. Type of assessment which uses a school's adopted textbooks 
to form probes.
A. criterion-referenced test
B. norm-referenced test
C. non-referenced interpretation
D. curriculum-based measurement
13. Using calculators, spell checkers, type writers, etc. are known 
as
A. strategies
B. compensatory skills
C. cheating
D. basic skills
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_ 14. Which of the following would not be considered a speaking 
skill?
A. formulating sentences
B. following oral directions
C. explaining rules of a game
D. finishing a story
. 15. Which of the following is not considered a basic reading skill?
A. reading sight words
B. letter recognition
C. predicting outcomes
D. phonics
16. Which of the following is the most restrictive placement for a 
student with disabilities?
A. full-time special education classroom
B. residential placement
C. homebound instruction
D. general education classroom
. 17. Which of the following is not considered an effective teaching 
behavior?
A. giving non-specific praise
B. circulating among students
C. gaining student's attention
D. beginning instruction promptly
. 18. Which disability area is concerned with deficits in adaptive 
behavior?
A. learning disabilities
B. mental retardation
C. other health impaired
D. traumatic brain injury
19. Which of the following would not be considered 
multihandicapped?
A. deaf-blind
B. mental retardation-blind
C. learning disabled-orthopedically impaired
D. deaf-other health impaired
20. Which of the following can be both a disability area and a 
related service?
A. orthopedically impaired
B. speech/language
C. hard of hearing
D. visually handicapped
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. 21. Which of the following is not a responsibility of a 
paraprofessional?
A. making instructional materials
B. writing lesson plans
C. assisting students in transition
D. assisting in recess duty
22. When writing lEP goals and objectives, you are writing them to 
cover _.
A. 9 months
B. one year
C. 6 months
D. 18 months
23. Stating the circumstances in which a student is to perform a 
task is which part of the objective?
A. performance
B. condition
C. criteria
D. goal
24. Stating the specific skill a student is to perform is which part of 
the objective?
A. performance
B. condition
C. criteria
D. goal
25. Stating how well and how often a student is required to perform 
a task is which part of the objective?
A. performance
B. condition
C. criteria
D. goal
26. You need to have a minimum of objectives for each
lEP goal.
A. two
B. ten
C. Four
D. eight
27. Which of the following is not required to be on an lEP?
A. initiation date
B. annual goals
C. present levels of performance
D. graduation date
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_ 28. Which of the following would be the most appropriate location 
for a resource room?
A. in a portable
B. in a special education wing
C. near the highest grade level served
D. near the music room
_ 29. After a pre-referral meeting, what must occur before the referral 
process may continue?
A. proof of interventions
B. obtain written parental consent
C. assessment process
D. eligibility meeting
_ 30. Transition plans must be considered at ag e_________and
older.
A. fourteen
B. sixteen
C. eighteen
D. thirteen
_ 31. Grading approach in which content is divided into 
subcomponents.
A. multiple grading
B. mastery-level grading
C. point system
D. contracting
_ 32. Grading approach in which students are assessed in ability, 
effort, and achievement.
A. multiple grading
B. mastery-level grading
C. point system
D. contracting
. 33. Grading approach in which broad-based criteria are 
established.
A. pass/fail system
B. shared grading
C. contracting
D. point system
. 34. Grading approach in which the student and teacher agree on 
specific activities required for a certain grade.
A. shared grading
B. contracting
C. multiple grading
D. traditional grading
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 35. Grading approach in which letter grades and percentages are
assigned.
A. shared grading
B. contracting
C. multiple grading
D. traditional grading
Match the following descriptions with the correct related service.
1. Deals with fine motor skills. A. Audiology
2. Traveling to and from school. B. Early 
Identification
3. Preparing a developmental history. C. Occupational 
Therapy
4. Provided by a qualified school nurse 
or other qualified person.
D. Parent 
Training
5. Providing parents with information 
about child development.
E. Physical 
Therapy
F. Recreation
6. Leisure education. G. School 
Health Services
7. Identification of hearing loss. H. Social Work
8. Only related service which is also a 
disability area.
1. Speech & 
Language
9. Deals with gross motor skills. J. Transportation
10. Plan for identifying a disability at 
an early age.
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Using Bloom's Taxonomy of Education, label the following. Please use the 
following letters:
(K) knowledge; (C) comprehension; (A) application; (AN) analysis; (S) 
synthesis; and (E) evaluation. There is only one answer for each,
  1. Compare and contrast two characters in a story.
 2. Identify the value of given coins.
 3. Predict the outcome of a story.
 4. Critique an article.
 5. Dissect a frog.
 6. Name the months of the year.
 7. Match the antonyms.
 8. Invent a homework machine.
 9. Solve 10 addition problems requiring regrouping.
  10. Categorize a list of animals.
  11. Defend your stand on the death penalty.
  12. Revise a law you believe needs to be changed.
  13. Paraphrase the section just read.
  14. Memorize the addition facts.
  15. Use the dictionary if you do not know the meaning of a word.
Rewrite the following objectives. (3 points each) 
Jeff will say the letters of the alphabet 10 times.
Jane will complete addition problems requiring regrouping.
Brandi will write a paragraph for 3 consecutive days.
Sheldon will read sight words 6 times measured daily.
Mike will pass his spelling test every week.
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Appendix G 
Weekly Quizzes
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Name ________________
Quiz One 
Historical Background 
Resource Room Models
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line. (2 points each)
 1. Who was the author of Special Education For the Mildly
Handicapped: Is Much of it Justifiable!
A. Stainback
B. Deno
C. Dunn
D. Lily
 2. Which of the following is the most restrictive placement for a
student with disabilities?
A. Separate Special Day School
B. Full-time special education class in general education 
school
C. Homebound Instruction
D. Residential Placement
 3. In what year was the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
passed?
A. 1975
B. 1990
C. 1994
D. 1950
 4. Which court case stated that all children regardless of their
intellectual ability had a right to an education in the least 
restrictive environment?
A. PARC vs. Pennsylvania
B. Brown vs. Topeka Board of Education
C. Hobsen vs.
D. Mills vs. Board of Education
 5. Type of resource room that only enrolls students with specific
labels.
A. categorical
B. non-categorical
C. itinerant
D. cross-categorical
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6. Type of secondary resource room requiring the system change, 
not the child.
A. basic skills remediation
B. tutorial approach
C. strategies approach
D. compensatory approach
7. Materials not being age appropriate is a concern for which of 
the following secondary resource room model.
A. strategies approach
B. compensatory approach
C. tutorial approach
D. basic skills remediation
8. Type of secondary resource room requiring a different 
curriculum.
A. strategies approach
B. basic skills remediation
C. itinerant
D. tutorial approach
9. Type of secondary resource room requiring no special 
materials.
A. tutorial approach
B. basic skills remediation
C. strategies approach
D. compensatory approach
10. Calculators, spell checkers, etc. are examples of
A. cheating
B. compensatory skills
C. strategies
D. basic skills
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Nam e_______
Quiz Two 
Lesson Plans 
Bloom's Taxonomy
List the ten instructional procedures of an effective lesson plan.
Using Bloom's Taxonomy of Education, label the following. Please use the 
following letters: (K) knowledge, (C) comprehension, (A) application, (AN) 
analysis, (S) synthesis, and (E) evaluation. There is only one answer For 
each. (2 points each)
  Categorize a list of foods.
  Invent a cleaning machine.
  Sequence a story.
  Name the days of week.
  Defend your stand on abortion.
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Quiz Three 
Writing Behavioral Objectives
List the three components of a behavioral objective. (5 points)
Rewrite the following objectives. (3 points each) 
When asked, John will write his address everyday.
Jane will identify synonyms with 100% accuracy for 15 days.
Jake will have materials at his desk within 2 minutes of entering the class.
Mike will pass his spelling test every week.
Justin will sequence 8 stories correctly in 4 of 5 trials measured weekly.
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Nam e________________
Quiz Four 
Disability Areas 
Related Services
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line.
1. Which of the following would not be considered under other 
health impairments?
A. Heart Condition
B. Epilepsy
0. Visual Problems
D. Asthma
2. Which of the following disabilities much be manifested during 
the developmental period?
A. Mental Retardation
B. Learning Disabilities
C. Deaf
D. Traumatic Brain Injury
3. Which of the following is not an area considered when 
determining a learning disability?
A. Reading Comprehension
B. Basic Math Skills
C. Depression
D. Written Expression
4. Which of the following is not a characteristic of seriously 
emotionally disturbed?
A. Children with schizophrenia
B. Adaptive Behavior
C. Inability to maintain relationships
D. General mood of unhappiness
5. The only related service which is also a disability area.
A. Occupational Therapy
B. Physical Therapy
C. Speech/Language
D. Audiology
6. The related service which deals with fine motor skills.
A. Physical Therapy
B. Occupational Therapy
C. Medical Services
D. School Health Services
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2 8 7
7. The related service which deals with gross motor skills.
A. Physical Therapy
B. Occupational Therapy
C. Medical Services
D. School Health Services
8. The related service which may identify a child with a hearing 
loss.
A. School Health Services
B. Medical Services
C. Audiology
D. Speech/Language
9. Related service which may work with a child concerning living 
situations that affect
school adjustment.
A. Recreation
B. Counseling Services
C. School Health Services
D. Social Work Services
10. Related service which deals with specialized equipment 
needed for transportation to and from school, as well as travel 
around the school.
A. Transportation
B. Physical Therapy
C. Occupational Therapy
D. School Health Services
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Nam e_________________
Quiz Five 
Effective Teaching Behaviors
Answer each statement by writing true or false on the line.
 1. When teachers dwell on a topic, the ineffective behavior being
demonstrated is delaying instruction.
 2. When teachers smile, the effective behavior shown is
expresses enthusiasm verbally.
 3. It is important to respond to all responses given by children.
 4. When asking students with disabilities questions, the only type
of questions we need to ask them are factual ones.
 5. "Good job, Brian" is an example of specific praise.
 6. It is important to give students non-examples when teaching
them a new concept.
 7. You should always review what you taught yesterday, even if it
has nothing to do with your lesson for today.
 8. If you feel students understand a concept, it is OK to move to a
new topic without providing for practice.
 9. It is just as important to give students corrective feedback as it
is to give them specific praise.
  10. The use of sarcasm is an effective way to gain the attention of
your students.
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N am e_________________
Quiz Six 
Assessment 
Working With Others 
Learning Environments
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line.
  1. Type of assessment used to compare a student to their peers.
A. Curriculum-based measurements
B. Non-referenced interpretation
C. Norm-reference
D. Criterion-referenced
 2. Type of assessment used to compare a student against a
predetermined goal.
A. Curriculum-based measurements
B. Non-referenced interpretation
C. Norm-reference
D. Criterion-referenced
 3. Type of assessment developed using a school's curriculum.
A. Curriculum-based measurements
B. Non-referenced interpretation
C. Norm-reference
D. Criterion-referenced
 4. Type of assessment used to determine what strategies a
student uses to solve problems and reach answers.
A. Curriculum-based measurements
B. Non-referenced interpretation
C. Norm-reference
D. Criterion-referenced
 5. When administering a test, which of the following does not
have to occur,
A. Administered in the child's native language or mode of 
communication.
B. Administered in the afternoon.
C. Validated for the specific purpose for which it is used.
D. Administered by trained personnel.
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Write true or false on the line.
 6. Paraprofessionals are responsible for writing lesson plans.
 7. It is important for you to let the general education teachers
know what your expectations are.
 8. It is not important to understand a child's attitude towards
school, their teachers, or their peers.
 9. If possible, resource rooms should be placed close to the
primary grades, so the younger students won't get lost.
  10. When explaining test results to parents, it is OK to "sugar coat"
the results so parents will not feel so bad.
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N am e________________
Quiz Seven 
Homework 
Grading
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line.
  1. Grading approach in which a student must meet predetermined
criteria to receive a passing grade.
A. pass/fail
B. mastery-level grading
C. point system
D. contracting
 2. Grading approach where special educators and general
educators both have input on a student's grade.
A. pass/fail system
B. shared grading
C. contracting
D. point system
 3. Grading approach in which the student and teacher agree on
specific activities required for a certain grade.
A. shared grading
B. contracting
C. multiple grading 
0. traditional grading
 4. Grading approach in which letter grades and percentages are
assigned.
A. shared grading
B. contracting
C. multiple grading
D. traditional grading
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Write true or false on the line.
 5. Up to five 45-to75-minute assignments per week is an
appropriate amount of homework for students in the 4th- 
6th grade.
 6. It is important to evaluate all homework you assign your
students.
 7. Homework is a good time for new materials to be learned.
 8. A student's instructional level does not need to be considered
when assigning homework.
 9. Homework should be used as punishment.
  10. It is important to send home a letter at the beginning of each
school year explaining your homework policy.
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N am e________________
Quiz Eight 
Referral Process 
Scheduling
Choose the correct letter and write it on the line.
  1. Which of the following should happen before the referral
process starts.
A. parental permission obtained
B. attempted interventions 
0. observations
D. assessment
 2. After a prereferral meeting, what must occur before the
referral process many continue?
A. proof of interventions
B. obtain written parental consent
C. assessment process
D. eligibility meeting
 3. How many school days do you have to complete an
assessment?
A. 60 days
B. 30 days
C. 25 days
D. 90 days
 4. An 1ER may be written after which of the following has
occurred.
A. eligibility meeting
B. assessment process
0. obtaining parental permission
D. proof of interventions
 5. Which of the following is not necessary information in
developing a schedule.
A. general educators recess duty times
B. times of special classes such as PE, music, or computer
C. number of hours student must be served
D. times of general education reading, math, etc.
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Write true or false on each line.
 6. The amount of time students spend in instructional activities
is known as engaged time.
 7. It is important to have a procedure developed to lessen the
amount of transition time needed.
 8. An lEP must be reviewed every year.
 9. Students who qualify for special education must be
reevaluated every 2 years.
  10. It is OK to have an lEP written before an eligibility meeting
has occurred.
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Quiz Nine 
lEPs
Write true or false on each line.
  1. You must have a minimum of 3 objective for each lEP goal.
 2. When writing lEP goals and objectives, you are writing them
to cover one calendar year.
 3. Transition plans must be considered at age 14 and older.
 4. Present levels of Performance explain why a student has been
placed in a specific program.
 5. An administrator or designee are required to attend lEP
meetings.
 6. The percentage of time a student will spend in the general
education setting must be written on the lEP.
 7. A system for evaluating goals and objectives must be
written into the lEP.
 8. Any student that has an lEP automatically qualifies for
extended school year.
 9. Student personal data and present levels of performance are
the only things that can be written on an lEP prior to the 
meeting.
  10. It is not a good idea to involve students in their lEP
development.
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Appendix H 
Student Satisfaction Survey
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Please rate the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5.
1 = strongly disagree 2= disagree 3=neutral 4= agree 5=strongly agree
The material for this course was presented effectively.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course was an effective way to present 
the material.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course was enjoyable.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course facilitated my leaming.
1 2 3 4 5
I would be willing to take another course using the same instructional 
method.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the historical development of resource rooms.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the different resource room models.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the different roles of a resource room teacher.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the concepts of assessment techniques used by resource room teachers.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
resource room leaming environments.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the process of peer coaching.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
effective teaching behaviors.
1 2 3 4 5
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The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
ineffective teaching behaviors.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
effective techniques used when working with staff members and parents.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the different types of equipment, curriculum and materials used in resource 
rooms.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the referral process resource room teachers must follow.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
developing a schedule for a resource room.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
writing behavioral objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
developing lEPs.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
different grading procedures.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
homework procedures.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
developing lesson plans to be used within a resource room.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the different disability areas.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
the different related services.
1 2 3 4 5
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The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding of 
using paraprofessionals.
1 2 3 4 5
The instructional method used in this course increased my understanding in 
preparing a budget.
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:
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Appendix I 
Instructor Evaluation
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DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
COURSE EVALUATION
Course Number.
Professor
Semester/Year
Please circle the response that most closely reflects your evaluation of this professor.
Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree
1. The professor presented the goals and purposes 5 4 3 2 1
of this course clearly.
Comments;_____________________________________________________
2. The professor presented content that met the goals 5 4 3 2 1
and purposes of this course.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
3. The professor used procedures to evaluate student 5 4 3 2 1
achievement (e.g., performance assessments, 
examinations, homework, other assignments) 
which were appropriate to assess knowledge 
of the course contents.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
4. The professor facilitated the acquisition of knowledge, 5 4 3 2 1
skills, and/or professional values.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
5. The professor was effective in presenting the course 5 4 3 2 1
content.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
6. The professor was effective in relating to students 5 4 3 2 1
in this dass.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
7. The professor regularly took an active role in course 5 4 3 2 1
instruction.
Comments:_____________________________________________________
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E-mail Survey
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Please rate the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5.
1 = strongly disagree 2= disagree 3=neutral 4= agree 5=strongly agree
The use of e-mail was an effective way for me to communicate with the 
Instructor.
1 2 3 4 5
I enjoyed using my e-mail account 
1 2 3 4 5
The Instructor was prompt In responding to my e-mail correspondence 
1 2 3 4 5
I will keep my e-mail account active after the semester Is completed.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail Increased my communication with the Instructor.
1 2 3 4 5
I Feel competent In using e-mail to communicate.
1 2 3 4 5
I communicated with other students In the course via e-mail this semester.
1 2 3 4 5
I communicated with people outside of UNLV via e-mail this semester.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail Is more efficient than the telephone In communicating with my 
Instructor.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail Is more efficient than scheduling an appointment with my Instructor.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail was an efficient method to resolve questions I had concerning the 
course.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail was an effective method to resolve problems I had concerning the 
course.
1 2 3 4 5
E-mail was easy to use.
1 2 3 4 5
I had an e-mail account before the semester began. Yes No
Comments:
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Modified Florida Performance Measurement System
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Student: 
Date:__
Observer:
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Resource Room Practicum 
SUMMATIVE OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
DOMAIN EFFECTIVE INDICATORS FREQUENCY FREQUENCY INEFFECTIVE INDICATORS
1. Bagim Inatrueilon
profflpliy
Dalayt
e
2. HandlM malarlato hi 
■n erPMly liim ar
Doaa not organisa or 
handle malarlala 
ayatamatkally.
S.
h
3. QKm •padfle 
■eadamie pnlM
Uaaaganaral,
non-opacMe pralaa
f 4. ClreuMtM and awMU ■tudanta Remains at daakMlreulalaa biftaquontlyli Commanta:
1 1. Eivraaaaa anOMialaam «aibalRr Uaaa loud, grating, high pRctiad, monotona, or MaudMataft1
I.
2. Uaaa body batwvtor 
fliat altoa» bdaraat 
(a^., aaiNoa, Mwgba, 
gaaturaa)
Froama, daadpan, or 
Mhaigie
II Commanta:Si
o |  
-  £
1. Stopa mlaconduel Balaya m attanding to 
mlaeanduet, doaani atop 
mlaeondiiet, la punMw 
«■hatudaniB
Commanta:
II
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Student: 
D ate:__
Observer:
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Resource Room Practicum 
SUMMATIVE OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
T im é
L f : j j O A
nurn'o-er
DOMAIN EFFECTIVE INDICATORS FREQUENCY FREQUENCY INEFFECTIVE INDICATORS
1
i
1. Baglns Iratruetlon 
promptly
-W l^ '-11 aS*<uC on taiw '<crtS+fuC.»!*»' 'J Delaya
2. Hmdloo matorMIs m 
am orderly manner
Klfly ^ufrÿ+*'n« 
Cl mntffifli 
hÜiTCKd 
Carj-eri-tu
euffyuff 
n incnteioi >J 
nurui If <H
incûrrrftiy
if Dees net erganba or 
handle matariala 
ayatematlcally.
3. Ohm# epecllle 
academic pralae
one ■wiiu eoch 
■Vtmfi fra iv  'i 
g.utn 6 
Itt^t
m "Cow frmrmir/
one idiiu, f££ n 
Mnv oon-^ei/l 
flfaivf iS giurn
c.g •‘3oi«*job“
Uaee general,
non-apecltle pralae
4. CIrcwlaMe and aaalata 
atudanta
on^ 4aii^ ecch 
tirnf o> jJctdM 
b g iotn
'ont HUH y )S
( Ktuvr ii /ittV 
ass>s*tnj 0
Ramalma at daaWUreulataa 
* hibaquently
Commenta:
/ CcuW bf no m / i f t s  if /.rsûcm is. anfr'attfi .
1
a
1. Eapraaaea anthualaem 
verbally
one Kill') r«h 
is OhoküM.
or® taiU foth
trttre
loih«t^ <Ys
Uaaa loud, grating, higli 
pRebad, monotone, or 
maudMetaNc
1
1
2. Uaaa body babavlor 
ttial ahoam talareat 
(a.On amWae, laHgtw. 
gaaturaa) ,
Of If lali^ (oih  
kin\e
AtWu ur:, 0/e 
.Shoiun
O f tally aart 
t«rrt
Ih^ ukYs a /f  
if)6Lun
Froama, daadpan, or 
lethargic
>
II Commenta: uW bf no frvj rks if Ifiion  
ÆS / /  tV f/'f
ts a<-era^€-^
/3 no mivcnduré,
ti
L
1. Stopa mlaeenduct
one iaiuj each 
ttme mtxon<l,ei
(S ihifpfd
cyif dalty 
foth iiin e
rirf_yi&«in
Balaya m attanding to 
misconduct, doeamt atop 
miaconduct, la pundlaa 
arfbi atudanta
li Commenta:
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Lesson Plan
Student(s):
Goal(s):
Objective(s)
1.
2.
3.
Materials;
Method of Lesson Presentation:
Instructional Procedures Estimated Time
1. Gain student attention
2. Inform students of objectives or tasks
3. Review previously presented materials
4. Present new lesson
a.
b.
c.
d.
5. Demonstrate appropriate student response
6. Cue For responses & eliciting student responses
7. Provide Feedback
8. Transfer & generalize
9. Closure & summary to lesson
10. Direction For "next step" activity 
Evaluation of Students
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Appendix N 
Supervision Survey
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Please check the method of supervision you received this semester.
  university supervision _____  cooperating teacher supervision
  peer supervision ______ university and peer supervision
  cooperating teacher and peer supervision
Please rate the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5, or circle NA if non- 
applicable
1 = strongly disagree 2= disagree 3=neutral 4= agree 5=strongly agree
I was anxious when my university supervisor observed me.
2 3 4 5
was anxious when my cooperating teacher formally observed me.
2 3 4 5 NA
was anxious when my peer coach observed me.
2 3 4 5 NA
My university supervisor gave me useful feedback.
2 3 4 5 NA
My cooperating teacher gave me useful feedback.
2 3 4 5 NA
My peer coach gave me useful feedback.
2 3 4 5 NA
enjoyed the peer coaching experience.
2 3 4 5 NA
would orefer to be supervised by a university supervisor.
2 3 4 5
would prefer to be supervised by my cooperating teacher.
2 3 4 5
would prefer to be supervised by a peer.
2 3 4 5
would prefer to be supervised by a university supervisor and a peer.
2 3 4 5
would prefer to be supervised by my cooperating teacher and a peer.
2 3 4 5
My effective teaching behaviors increased over the semester.
2 3 4 5
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My ineffective teaching behaviors decreased over the semester. 
1 2 3 4 5
Overall, I enjoyed my practicum experience.
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:
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